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PREFACE 

This publication, as indicated on the title-page, comprises “awards, 
accompanied by syllabi, the agreements for arbitration, and other docu- 
ments in each case submitted to the Permanent Court of Arbitration 
and to Commissions of Inquiry under the provisions of the Conven- 
tions of 1899 and 1907 for the pacific settlement of international dis- 
putes.” It was the purpose in preparing and publishing this volume 
to meet the numerous requests received by the Division of International 
Law of the Endowment for accurate information respecting the vari- 
ous cases which have come before tribunals of the Permanent Court 
or before commissions of inquiry under the provisions of the above- 
named Conventions. 

In pursuance of this purpose, a syllabus was prepared on each case 
giving in as brief form as possible the essential facts and holdings 
of the tribunal or commission of inquiry. The awards or findings, 
together with the agreements for arbitration or inquiry and other essen- 
tial documents, have been obtained in translated form from the most 
reliable sources available, appropriate references to which appear in 
footnotes to the respective documents. Where translations have been 
obtained from official sources, they have been reproduced in their 
official form, except that a few obvious misprints and an occasional 
mistranslation have been corrected. Where translations have been 
obtained from unofficial sources, they have been edited to such a 
degree as seemed necessary, but they are essentially reproductions of 
the original translations. In some cases, however, where there were 
no official or other sources from which to obtain them, the translations 
were made by the Endowment. It will be observed that in some in- 
stances translations of quotations are not verbally identical with the 
translations of the original passages quoted. This is due to the fact 
that different persons made the translations. Since the sense is unaf- 
fected by these variations, it was not deemed advisable to harmonize 
the wording in such cases. 

There are also maps and charts accompanying certain of the cases, 
namely: Grisbadarna Case, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case, Island 
of Timor Case, and Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases. These 
maps and charts are reproductions of the originals accompanying the 
official reports of the different cases, and therefore necessarily have 
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the legend and the names of the countries, places, rivers, etc., in 
the language used on the original maps or charts. 

In view of the fact that the accuracy of the translations might be 
questioned, especially with respect to the more important documents, 
an Appendix has been added which contains the original official texts 
of the translated documents. While this adds very materially to the 
size of the volume, yet the Director felt that this disadvantage was 
more than counterbalanced by the usefulness of such a collection of 
original texts. 

The original texts and translations of the Hague Conventions of 
1899 and 1907 for the pacific settlement of international disputes have 
been printed as an annex to the Introduction, in order that the reader 
may be informed of the method of procedure under which the various 
arbitral tribunals and commissions of inquiry were instituted and 
regulated. 

While considerable difficulty has been met with in securing certain 
original texts and authoritative translations, it is believed that the 
volume as now issued will be found of much service, not only to the 
casual reader, but to any one desiring to study the various cases from 
documents of unquestioned accuracy and authority, and that nothing 
has been omitted which is essential to that purpose. 

JAMES Brown Scort, 
Director of the Division of International Law. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., 
February 28, 1916. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Arbitration, the gift of the Grecian world, was frequently resorted 
to in the Middle Ages, but was passing out of the minds of men and 
the practice of nations in the eighteenth century, when it was brought 
again to honor by the Republic of the New World. The statesman to 
whom the renascence of arbitration is due was John Jay, who was Sec- 
retary of State for Foreign Affairs during the Confederation from 1784 
to the institution of the Government under the Constitution, and who 
continued to act as Secretary of State in Washington’s administration 
until Jefferson’s assumption of the office on March 22, 1790, upon his 
return from France, in which country he had represented the United 
States as its Minister. It is important to bear this in mind, because it 
was John Jay who, as Secretary of State under the Confederation pro- 
posed the arbitration of the outstanding difficulties with Great Britain 
and sent a report to Congress advocating this form of settlement. The 
report was sent to Congress on April 21, 1785, recommending that 
“effectual measures should be immediately taken to settle all disputes 
with the Crown of Great Britain” with respect to the northeastern 
boundary of the United States, and Secretary Jay suggested that the 
papers in the case “should be transmitted to the Minister Plenipoten- 
tiary of the United States at that Court, with instructions to make a 
proper representation of the case, and to propose that commissioners 
be appointed to hear and finally decide those disputes.”* 

It was likewise John Jay, as Acting Secretary of State in Washing- 
ton’s Cabinet, who urged President Washington to secure by arbitra- 
tion the settlement of the outstanding difficulties which unfortunately 
had not been settled as Jay had proposed. Washington, acting upon 
Jay’s suggestion, sent a copy of Jay’s original report to the first Con- 
gress under the Constitution, stating in his letter of transmission, dated 
February 9, 1790, that “it is desirable that all questions between this 
and other nations be speedily and amicably settled.” 

Congress took no action, and the disputes between Great Britain 
and the United States remained unsettled, a constant source of irrita- 
tion and a pretext for war if either country should be disposed to re- 
sort to force. The outbreak of the French Revolution and the war 


1American State Papers, vol. i, p. 94. 
2Tbid., p. 90 
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between Great Britain and France in 1793 further embittered the 
relations of Great Britain and the United States, because France 
claimed and exercised the right, over the protest alike of Great Britain 
and the United States, to fit out and to arm privateers within the juris- 
diction of the United States; to cruise upon British commerce, taking 
the prizes when captured either within or without our territorial waters 
into American ports, and to condemn them in prize courts organized 
within our jurisdiction. The actions of Great Britain were not wholly 
beyond criticism, and the two nations found themselves slowly drift- 
ing into war, when Washington proposed to Great Britain to negotiate 
directly in order to settle all of their outstanding difficulties, and se- 
lected John Jay, then Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the 
United States, to repair to England as the representative of the United 
States in such negotiations. 

It was in a way poetic justice that Jay, who had originally pro- 
posed, in the days of the Confederation, to settle the outstanding dis- 
putes with Great Britain by arbitration, and who had influenced Wash- 
ington to espouse that method of settling controversies with the mother 
country, should have been chosen to carry into effect his own recom- 
mendations. Some of the outstanding difficulties he was able to settle 
by direct negotiation; others, particularly the claims which he had 
previously proposed to arbitrate and the difficulties which had arisen 
since the outbreak of the wars of the French Revolution, he was 
unable to settle by direct negotiation, but he succeeded in prevailing 
upon Great Britain to submit these disputes to arbitration. He pre- 
served the peace of his country, and by the treaty which bears his 
name, he introduced to the favorable notice of the modern world 
arbitration for the settlement of disputes which diplomacy had failed 
to adjust. But in so doing, he sacrificed every hope he might have 
cherished for political preferment, for his treaty, which was very 
unpopular with the partisans of a stiff foreign policy, was advised 
and consented to by a narrow margin in the Senate; the appropriations 
for carrying it into effect were passed in the House by yeas 51, nays 48, 
and Jay himself shared the unpopularity of his treaty. He had had, 
however, no illusion as to the outcome of his mission, saying, “If 
Washington shall think fit to call me to perform this service, I will 
go and perform it to the best of my abilities, foreseeing as I do the 
consequences to my personal popularity. The good of my country 
I believe demands the sacrifice, and I am ready to make it.” To 


1Annals of Congress, vol. 5, 4th Cong., Ist sess., p. 1291. 
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Mrs. Jay he confided his views without reserve. “This is not of my 
seeking,” he said in a letter to her; “on the contrary I regard it as a 
measure not to be desired, but to be submitted to.” And in another 
letter, a little later, after Jay had been appointed special envoy to 
Great Britain he wrote: “No appointment ever operated more unpleas- 
antly upon me; but the public considerations which were urged, and 
the manner in which it was pressed, strongly impressed me with a con- 
viction that to refuse it would be to desert my duty for the sake of 
my ease and domestic concerns and comforts.’ 

Jay’s treaty provided in its 5th, 6th and 7th articles for the 
arbitration of the boundary disputes between the two countries; the 
settlement of disputes concerning debts claimed by British merchants, 
to be due and unpaid, but which could not be collected because of legal 
impediments interposed by the States of the Union; and, finally, the 
complaints of citizens of the United States, on the one hand, and of 
British subjects, on the other, for losses since the outbreak of the war 
between Great Britain and France, due to the alleged illegal conduct 
of Great Britain and the United States. The success of the commis- 
sion organized under the 7th article to settle this last category of 
claims, and the admirable opinions of the commission showing that 
model judgments could be rendered between nations, as well as within 
nations, convinced the world that arbitration could safely be resorted 
to. The result was that during the nineteenth century arbitration be- 
came the favorite method of settling disputes between nations after 
the breakdown of diplomacy, and the submission by Great Britain and 
the United States of the so-called Alabama claims to the arbitration of 
the Geneva tribunal in 1872, showed the nations that arbitration had 
no limits which good-will and mutual desire might not overcome. It 
thus happened that in the course of the nineteenth century the nations 
generally had had sufficient experience in arbitration to suggest that 
_ the new remedy had come to stay; that it was in their interest to devise 
machinery in order to facilitate a recourse to arbitration and a method 
of procedure in order to bring the issue to a decision. 

The Institute of International Law, founded in 1873, upon the 
initiative of the American publicist, Francis Lieber, and through the 
efforts of the Belgian publicist, Rolin-Jaequemyns, foresaw the need 
and the advantages of a code of arbitral procedure, and within a year 
after its organization drafted a code which served as the basis of 
discussion at the First Hague Conference, and which with sundry 


1Pellow’s John Jay, pp. 267-8. 
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amendments, not always for the better, was adopted by that august 
assembly. It was not only the jurists who foresaw the necessity of 
facilitating a recourse to arbitration and provided the means therefor; 
men in public life felt the need and took appropriate steps to meet it. 
Thus through the happy codperation of Mr. William Randel Cremer, 
a labor Member of Parliament, and Frédéric Passy, then a Member 
of the French Chamber of Deputies, the Interparliamentary Union 
was formed in 1888, and held its first meeting in Paris the next year, 
on the centenary of the French Revolution. At the meeting of the 
Union at The Hague in 1894, five years before the great and fertile 
idea of the Czar took visible form and shape in the capital of the 
Netherlands, the following resolution was voted: 


1. National sovereignty remains inalienable and inviolate; 

2. Adherence by any government to the creation of a permanent 
international court must be entirely voluntary ; 

3. All adhering States must be on a footing of perfect equality 
before the permanent international court; 

4. The decision of the permanent court must have the force of 
decisions, subject to execution. 

These enlightened and practical men of affairs foresaw that arbitra- 
tion should have its machinery just as the jurists of the Institute of» 
International Law foresaw the need and provided a code of proce- 
dure for international tribunals. A year later, that is to say, in 1895, 
at the Brussels session, a project based upon these resolutions was 
adopted by the Interparliamentary Union, and this draft of a Perma- 
nent Court of Arbitration,” like the draft of arbitral procedure of the 
Institute of International Law, served as the basis of discussion at 
the Czar’s Conference held at The Hague in 1899, where it was ac- 
cepted in principle, adopted with many modifications and put into 
effect. 

On the twelfth day of August, 1898,° the staid and sedate diplomats 
accredited to the Court of St. Petersburg were astonished to receive 
from the hands of Count Mourawieff, Russian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, a circular note proposing a conference to consider the question 
of the limitation of armaments, and the burdens which they had im- 
posed, which, in the opinion of the Czar, were unendurable in them- 
selves and fatal to economic and social progress. On December 30, 
1898,* a second circular modifying the first and elaborating it in certain 


1Lange, Union Interparlementaire. Résolutions des Conférences et Décisions 
principales du Conseil, 2d ed., 1911, p. 50. 

2Tbid., p. 53. 

2August 24, 1898, new style. 

4January 11, 1899, new style. 
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respects, was handed to the same staid and sedate but now somewhat 
expectant diplomats accredited to The Hague, proposing not only 
definitely the Conference, but outlining its program, of which the fol- 
lowing article alone is important for present purposes : 


Acceptance, in principle, of the use of good offices, mediation, 
and voluntary arbitration, in cases where they are available, with 
the purpose of preventing armed conflicts between nations ; under- 
standing in relation to their mode of application and establishment 
of a uniform practice in employing them.? 


This assembly, known in history as the First Hague Peace Con- 
ference, which it is devoutly to be hoped will be only the first of an 
endless series of conferences meeting at The Hague, basing its action 
upon the proposal of the Interparliamentary Union, created the so- 
called Permanent Court of Arbitration, in reality, machinery by which 
a temporary tribunal can be created; and, basing its action upon the 
code of procedure of the Institute of International Law, drafted a 
code of arbitral procedure for adoption by the nations. It has gen- 
erally been supposed that the proposal to establish a Court of Arbitra- 
tion was due to American initiative, and it appears to be the fact that 
the American delegation was the only one sent to The Hague with 
specific instructions on this point and a definite plan for an Interna- 
tional Court of Arbitration. It is, of course, well known to all persons 
interested in the subject that the proposal to establish a Court of 
Arbitration was made in the First Conference? by the first British 
delegate, Lord, then Sir Julian Pauncefote, and the reason for such 
a proposal and the agreement to make it were stated only recently 
at the dinner of the American Society for the. Judicial Settlement of 
International Disputes, held at Washington on December 6, 1913, by 
a person who was in a position to know whereof he spoke. The 
Honorable David Jayne Hill, at that time Assistant Secretary of State, 
later our distinguished Ambassador to Berlin, lifted the curtain and 
showed the setting of the stage. Mr. Hill said: 


One day [in the month of November, 1898] the door of my 
office opened, and the genial face of John Hay appeared. He 
walked into my room saying, “I have brought you a visitor’ ; 
and Lord Pauncefote, following, as the door was swung open, 
entered the room. Mr. Hay said, “Lord Pauncefote has brought 
to the department a little pamphlet about international justice. 


1Scott, The Hague Conventions and Declarations of 1899 and 1907, 2d ed., 
p. Xviil. : ; 
2Procés-verbaux, pt. i, p. 134; pt. iv, p. 3. 
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He has come to talk with regard to the answer to be given to the 
Czar’s rescript calling the Conference at The Hague. I think 
you have thought a little about that subject, and I believe you 
have written something upon it. Won’t you sit down with Lord 
Pauncefote and discuss it?” And so that venerable diplomat and 
jurist sat down with me and for half an hour we discussed this 
subject. “It is quite impossible,” he said very calmly, “that any- 
thing should be done at that Conference in the direction of dis- 
armament or of arresting armament; but isn’t it possible that 
there should be a movement in the direction of a court of 
arbitration ?’”? 


After relating this very interesting incident, Mr. Hill proceeded: 


I will not detain you very long upon that. The instructions of 
our department to our delegation sent to The Hague contained a 
brief history of the peace movement in America and a plan for 
an international court. The British Government also instructed 
Lord Pauncefote to propose, at the opportune moment, if an 
opportune moment ever came, in the Hague Conference, a tribunal 
of arbitration; and that was done by him. Afterward, a similar 
proposal was made by the Russian Government, but no proposal 
of that kind had been contained in the original rescript of the 
Czar. 

The result . . . was that the First Hague Conference 
produced important conventions, the chief of which was the 
Convention for the pacific settlement of international disputes; 
but almost as nugatory as the idea of disarmament, was the idea 
that a merely diplomatic court, such as this arbitral tribunal was 
designed to be, would ever settle the differences between nations 
in any judicial way? 

Mr. Hill’s modesty did not permit him to say that the pamphlet 
which Lord Pauncefote held in his hand, to which Mr. Hay so gently 
and smilingly referred, was none other than the pamphlet entitled 
“International Justice,”* which Mr. Hill had written upon the subject 
and which Mr. Hay had himself given to Sir Julian. Mr. Hill’s 
modesty likewise prevented him from saying that it was his own hand 
that drafted the instructions which Mr. Hay approved and signed, 
containing “a brief history of the peace movement in America, and a 
plan for an international court.” The pamphlet on international jus- 
tice, which figured so prominently when the fate of the Hague Con- 
ference hung in the balance, thus ends in language which is as timely 
to-day as when it was written in 1896: 


1Proceedings of Fourth National Conference of the American Society for 
Judicial Settlement of International Disputes, 1913, pp. 383-4. 

2Ibid., p. 384. 

8Printed in the Yale Law Journal, October, 1896, p. 1. 
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All that has yet been said or written upon this great problem 
probably constitutes little more than the rude scaffolding of that 
great temple of international justice whose dome will yet shelter 
the nations of the earth from the wrongs of oppression and the 
horrors of battle. But its foundations are laid in the moral nature 
of humanity ; and, although—like a vast cathedral grown old with 
passing centuries—it is still uncompleted, we may bring our un- 
hewn stones to lay upon its rising walls, in the faith that its 
invisible Builder and Maker will shape them to a place in the 
permanent structure. 

Reserving for later consideration the service which can be expected 
of a diplomatic court, to use Mr. Hill’s language, it is advisable to 
consider somewhat in detail the court which he termed diplomatic, but 
which the Conference preferred to call the “Permanent Court of 
Arbitration of The Hague.” 

The Conference stated, in Article 15 of the Convention for the 
pacific settlement of international disputes, the object of interna- 
tional arbitration to be “the settlement of differences between States 
by judges of their own choice, and on the basis of respect for law,” 
and in the 16th article it recognizes arbitration as the most ef- 
fective and most equitable method of settling disputes of a legal nature 
which diplomacy has failed to settle, especially in the interpretation 
and application of international conventions. For the purpose of 
facilitating an immediate recourse to arbitration in such cases the 
signatory Powers agreed in Article 20 of this Convention “to organize 
a Permanent Court of Arbitration, accessible at all times and operating, 
unless otherwise stipulated by the parties, in accordance with the rules 
of procedure inserted in the present Convention.” That is to say, the 
Conference declaring arbitration to be effective and equitable especially 
in questions of a legal nature, or, as we would say, in questions of a 
justiciable nature, proposed to facilitate the recourse to arbitration by 
creating the necessary machinery to carry into effect the recommenda- 
tion of the Interparliamentary Union, and inserted in the Convention 
rules of procedure to give effect to the recommendation of the Insti- 
tute of International Law. 

Now the Permanent Court was, according to Article 21, to receive 
and to decide all cases of arbitration, unless the parties agreed to insti- 
tute a special tribunal without reference to the pacific settlement 
Convention. The Court must have judges; therefore the Conference 
provided in Article 23 that within three months after the ratifica- 
tion of the Convention “each signatory Power shall select four per- 
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sons at the most, of known competency in questions of international 
law, of the highest moral reputation, and disposed to accept the 
duties of arbitrators.” These persons were to be appointed for a 
period of six years; they were to be eligible for reappointment, and 
their names were to be inscribed in a list to be placed in the Inter- 
national Bureau created by Article 22 of the Convention, to serve as a” 
clerk to the Court. 

The next step to be taken was the creation of a temporary tribunal 
from the list of the judges inscribed in the Bureau, and notified to the 
signatory Powers, and according to Article 24, the procedure to be 
observed was as follows: 


When the signatory Powers desire to have recourse to the 
Permanent Court for the settlement of a difference that has arisen 
between them, the arbitrators called upon to form the competent 
tribunal to decide this difference must be chosen from the general 
list of members of the Court. 

Failing the direct agreement of the parties on the composition 
of the arbitration tribunal, the following course shall be pursued: 

Each party appoints two arbitrators, and these together choose 
an umpire. 

The seat of the tribunal was to be at The Hague, and its place of 
session was only to be altered with the assent of the parties (Article 
25). A body called the “Permanent Administrative Council,’ com- 
posed of the diplomatic representatives of the signatory Powers ac- 
credited to The Hague, was to organize the International Bureau 
which when organized was to be placed under its direction and control, 
to notify to the Powers the constitution of the Court, to provide for 
its installation, and in general to supervise the Court and the Bureau, 
whose expenses were to be borne by the signatory Powers in the pro- 
portion fixed for the International Bureau of the Universal Postal 
Union. 

Such were the provisions concerning the Court adopted by the Con- 
ference, recommended to the twenty-six Powers participating therein, 
and ratified by them without exception, and to which all the Powers 
invited to the Second Hague Conference, some forty-four in number, 
have since adhered. 

The provisions of the Convention of 1899 have been modified in only 
one essential point, which it is necessary to consider in this place. It 
will be observed that under Article 24, as quoted, each of the Powers 
in dispute could select two arbitrators both of whom could be its sub- 
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jects or citizens. This meant that in all probability four of the five 
judges would be interested in the outcome of the proceedings, with 
the result that the dispute either would or could be decided by the um- 
pire, who was likely to be the only disinterested and therefore impar- 
tial person. The second Hague Conference of 1907 modified this 
procedure by providing in Article 45 of the revised Convention that 
“Each party appoints two arbitrators, of whom one only can be its 
national or chosen from among the persons selected by it as members 
of the Permanent Court.” That is to say, three persons constituting 
a majority of the Court were to be disinterested parties, so that the 
decision of the case would rest in their impartial hands. 

Now what was the nature of the institution created by the First 
Conference? Its framers considered that they had established not 
merely a Court, but a Permanent Court, for they so said. But it is 
difficult to call a Court “Permanent,” which does not exist, and which 
only comes into being when it is created for the trial of a particular 
case, and goes out of existence as soon as the case is tried. It is 
difficult to consider as a court, a temporary tribunal, which is not com- 
posed of judges, because by Article 24 of the Convention of 1899 the 
tribunal does not exist, but is to be created. It is therefore difficult 
to see how the Court is “accessible at all times,” when, as a matter of 
fact, it does not exist, and only becomes accessible when it has been 
created by the parties in litigation and is then only accessible to them. 
The Conference did not call the creature of their hands a court of 
justice. It was to be one of arbitration, and in Article 15 they de- 
fined what they meant by arbitration, stating that it is “the settlement 
of differences between States by judges of their own choice, and on 
the basis of respect for law.” That is to say, differing from courts of 
justice, the judges are to be of the choice of the parties in controversy ; 
whereas judges of the parties in litigation are rigorously excluded 
from national courts of justice. Again, the decision is to be on the basis 
of respect for law, which does not mean necessarily that the decision 
is to be reached by the impartial and passionless application of prin- 
ciples of law, as in the case of municipal courts, but the decision is 
to be reached “‘on the basis of respect for law,” which may be a very 
different matter. 

Three delegates to the Second Hague Conference, two of whom 
had attended the First Conference and had taken an active part in the 
creation of the so-called Permanent Court, spoke their minds freely 
on the nature of the Court. The late Mr. Asser said: 
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Instead of a Permanent Court, the Convention of 1899 only 
created the phantom of a court, an impalpable ghost, or, to speak 
more plainly, it created a clerk’s office with a list.* 


The late Mr. de Martens, whose interest in arbitration has been so 
keen and his success as an arbitrator so marked that he has been 
called the Chief Justice of Christendom, said: 


What, then, is this court whose judges do not even know each 
other? The Court of 1899 is only an idea which sometimes takes 
the form of body and soul and then disappears again.” 


Finally, an American delegate to the Second Conference stated: 


In a word, the Permanent Court is not permanent, because it is 
not composed of permanent judges; it is not accessible because it 
has to be formed for each individual case; finally, it is not a 
court, because it is not composed of judges.® 


It is not disrespectful to point out the real nature of an institution, 
even though the result may be to show that it is not what its name 
would seem to imply, and that instead of being a Permanent Court, it 
is merely a list of the names of persons kept in a Bureau at The 
Hague, from which nations in controversy can select five persons to 
form a temporary tribunal. This right of selection of arbitrators 
nations have always possessed, and doubtless in many cases they would 
have chosen the very persons inscribed in the list at The Hague. 
But it is only fair to say that the machinery, however imperfect, de- 
vised by the First Hague Conference has nevertheless rendered in- 
estimable services to the cause of arbitration by putting the stamp 
of approval of an international conference upon arbitration as a means 
of settling difficulties, and by turning the minds and the thoughts of 
nations in controversy to The Hague, where this temporary tribunal 
of a very special kind can be called into being for the settlement of 
their disputes which diplomacy has failed to adjust. 

A proposition had been made at the First Conference to conclude a 
treaty of arbitration, pledging the Powers to submit certain categories 
of disputes to arbitration without reservation of any kind. The prop- 
osition was rejected, owing to the unyielding opposition of Germany 
and Article 19, the material portion of which has been quoted, seemed 
to register defeat instead of a triumph. And yet a triumph it was, 


1Actes et documents, vol. ii, p. 315. 
2Tbid., p. 322. 
3Tbid., p. 315. 
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because the great series of treaties beginning with the Treaty of Octo- 
ber 14, 1903, between Great Britain and France, and including the 
twenty-six treaties which Mr. Root negotiated during his Secretaryship 
of State, are based upon the reserved right contained in this article. 
We are, therefore, not justified in belittling the Permanent Court of 
The Hague, which is in reality a permanent list of judges, although it 
is both proper and necessary that the exact nature of this institution be 
pointed out. Faulty as it is, it has advanced the cause of arbitration 
more perhaps than any single act of recent times. 

But it is not enough to have a court or machinery by which a tem- 
porary tribunal can be devised; there should, in the interest of dis- 
putants, be uniform procedure to be applied in the conduct of a case. 
This is what the First Conference provided, adopting as the basis of 
its discussion the code of arbitral procedure drafted by the Institute 
of International Law. 

Article 30 of the Convention is thus worded: 


With a view to encourage the development of arbitration, the 
signatory Powers have agreed on the following rules which shall 
be applicable to arbitral procedure, unless other rules have been 
agreed on by the parties. 

It will be observed, however, that the code of procedure is drafted 
to encourage the development of arbitration, and that the Powers 
agree upon the rules laid down as applicable to arbitral procedure. It 
is also to be noted that they do not bind themselves to accept the rules, 
reserving to themselves the right to agree upon other rules if they so 
desire. This is a familiar device of diplomacy to adopt in fact, al- 
though leaving the parties free in form not to adopt if they so desire. 
If the parties in dispute agree to submit the difference to arbitration, 
they sign, according to Article 31, a “special act (compromis), in which 
the subject of the difference is clearly defined, as well as the extent 
of the arbitrators’ powers.” In the revision of this article by the 
Second Conference a number of important changes and additions are 
made. Thus, “the compromis likewise defines, if there is occasion, 
the manner of appointing arbitrators, any special powers which may 
eventually belong to the tribunal, where it shall meet, the language it 
shall use, and the languages the employment of which shall be author- 
ized before it, and, generally speaking, all the conditions on which the 
parties are agreed” (Article 52). 

This is a very necessary proceeding because without defining the 
dispute and determining the extent of the arbitrators’ powers, there 
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is nothing definite for submission to the arbitrators, and the duty of 
the arbitrators in the premises is not stated. 

“The parties have the right,” according to Article 37, “to appoint 
delegates or special agents to attend the tribunal,” constituted in the 
manner already described, to serve as intermediaries between the 
Powers and the tribunal, and the parties in dispute have likewise the 
right to appoint counsel or advocates to appear before the tribunal and 
to present the views of the governments in conflict. The agent here 
mentioned is appointed by the government in controversy to prepare 
and to present its case to the tribunal, and to represent the government 
in its political capacity before the tribunal. The agent may or may 
not argue the case; but it is only he, not the counsel, who can bind the 
government, as the counsel is merely authorized to argue the case as 
a lawyer or barrister argues the case of his client. 

The question arose at the Second Conference whether the members 
of the Permanent Court might act as agents or counsel, and although 
the American delegation urged that the members of the Permanent 
Court should not be permitted to act as agents or counsel as it was 
grossly improper for members of a court to appear before it, either in 
a political or professional capacity, the Conference rejected the con- 
tention of the American delegation on the theory that the members 
of the Court were not really judges; but acceded to it in part by pro- 
viding that the members of the Permanent Court could only appear 
as agent or counsel on behalf of the Power which had appointed them 
members of the Court (Article 62). 

The Conventions divide arbitral procedure into two distinct phases 
called “‘pleadings and oral discussions” (Article 39, Convention of 1899; 
Article 63, Convention of 1907). The pleadings are the cases made 
by the contending governments, delivered to each other and laid 
before the Court for the information and consideration of the judges. 
In other words, they are the written documents which the nations con- 
sider necessary or advisable to submit to the tribunal. The oral dis- 
cussions are the arguments of the contending nations made by their 
agents, counsel, or advocates, and the agents and counsel are author- 
ized by Article 45 to “present orally to the tribunal all the arguments 
they may think expedient in defense of their case,” and by Article 46 
“they have the right to raise objections and points,” upon which, how- 
ever, “the decisions of the tribunal” are “final, and can not form the 
subject of any subsequent discussion.” 

The discussions or oral pleadings are under the direction of the 
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president (Article 41). The tribunal takes into consideration the 
documents presented to it; by Article 43 it “is free to take into con- 
sideration fresh acts or documents to which its attention may be drawn 
by the agents or counsel of the parties ;” by Article 44 it can, in addi- 
tion, “require from the agents of the parties the production of all acts, 
and can demand all necessary explanations ;” and, “in case of refusal, 
the tribunal takes note of it.” 

The discussions, as previously stated, are under the direction of the 
President, but the members of the tribunal have, according to Article 
47, “the right to put questions to the agents and counsel of the parties, 
and to demand explanations from them on doubtful points.” But 
neither the questions put nor remarks made by the members are to be 
regarded as expressions of opinion. The tribunal is specifically 
authorized by Article 48 to “declare its competence in interpreting the 
compromis as well as the other treaties which may be invoked in the 
case, and in applying the principles of international law.” A tribunal 
is universally regarded as competent to interpret a compromis, and it 
was therefore not necessary to state it, but it was perhaps well to do 
so in order to avoid doubt or discussion. 

It is also competent to interpret the other treaties invoked in the 
case, or as the revision of 1907 says, in Article 73, “the other papers 
and documents.” It is of course authorized to apply the principles of 
international law, for in the absence of an agreement of the contend- 
ing countries excluding the law of nations.and laying down specifically 
the law to be applied, international law is the law of an international 
tribunal. 

After the agents and counsel have submitted the case or cases, the 
oral proceedings are closed and the judges withdraw to consider the 
case and to reach their conclusion, which may be the opinion of all or 
of a majority. The award “given,” as Article 52 says, “by a majority 
of votes, is accompanied by a statement of reasons. It is drawn up in 
writing and signed by each member of the tribunal.” The revision 
of this article prescribes that “the award must give the reasons on 
which it is based. It contains the names of the arbitrators; it is signed 
by the president and registrar or by the secretary acting as registrar” 
(Article 79 of the Convention of 1907). The meaning of this is that 
the opinions of the judges are not to be made known, for Article 78 
of the revised Convention provides that “the proceedings remain se- 
cret.” According to the revision it is signed by the president and an 
officer of the court, not as indicating the opinion of the president, but 
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as certifying that the opinion thus signed is in very truth the opinion 
of a majority of the tribunal. 

The award when drafted is read at a public meeting of the tribunal in 
the presence of the agents and counsel, or in their absence if they have 
been duly summoned (Article 53). The award according to Article 54 
puts an end to the dispute definitively and without appeal, and, ac- 
cording to expressed provisions of the Convention, the agreement to 
arbitrate implies an agreement to abide by and to execute the pro- 
visions of the award (Article 18 of 1899; Article 37 of 1907). 

The question as to whether the award was subject to revision was 
much debated at the First Conference, and it was sought to reopen it at 
the Second. It was strenuously maintained by the American delegation 
to the First Conference that the award was subject to reconsideration, 
and the homely statement of President Lincoln was quoted, “that 
nothing is settled until it is settled right.” On the other hand, it was 
insisted that the award was final, that it could not be, and, even if 
it could, that it should not be reopened. The late Mr. de Martens was 
especially insistent that the purpose of the award was really to settle 
the dispute, whereas the American delegation insisted, and with better 
reason it would seem, that the purpose was not merely to settle the 
dispute, but to settle it right. The result was the following com- 
promise, due to Mr. Asser’s deft hand, forming Article 55 of the 
Convention of 1899 and Article 83 of the revised Convention: 


The parties cam reserve in the compromits the right to demand 
the revision of the award. 

In this case and unless there be a stipulation to the contrary, 
the demand must be addressed to the tribunal which pronounced 
the award. It can only be made on the ground of the discovery 
of some new fact calculated to exercise a decisive influence upon 
the award and which was unknown to the tribunal and to the 
party which demanded the revision at the time the discussion was 
closed. 

Proceedings for revision can only be instituted by a decision 
of the tribunal expressly recording the existence of the new fact, 
recognizing in it the character described in the preceding para- 
graph, and declaring the demand admissible on this ground. 

The compromis fixes the period within which the demand for 
revision must be made. 


It does not seem to be necessary to comment upon the provisions of 
this article, as they are reasonably clear and definite, other than to say 
that it is the undoubted right of sovereign nations to reserve the right 
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to demand the revision of an award, and it seems strange that if it be 
the right of sovereign nations to agree on matters of the most vital 
importance, it should be necessary to reserve the right to revise an 
award. 

What is the effect of the award? As between the parties it is 
final, unless the right to revision has been reserved. It affects only 
the parties to it. This is familiar doctrine, and is to be found in 
Article 56 of the original Convention and Article 84 of the Second 
Convention. The article in question, however, allows a third party 
¢o intervene in a case affecting it, in which event the award naturally 
binds it, otherwise not. It may be, however, that a dispute arises as 
to the interpretation and execution of the award, admitting that it is 
final. The Second Conference considered this question and provided 
the following means of settling disputes of this kind in Article 82: 


Any dispute arising between the parties as to the interpretation 
and execution of the award shall, in the absence of an agreement 
to the contrary, be submitted to the tribunal which pronounced it. 

The Second Peace Conference, held at The Hague in 1907, revised 
the pacific settlement Convention in the light of experience but did 
not change it in essentials. It may be considered, as it doubtless 
is, a better document, but the Permanent Court of Arbitration is the 
Court of 1899, the arbitral procedure is the procedure slightly modified 
of 1899, although it must be admitted that the temporary tribunal 
composed of three disinterested arbitrators makes a nearer approach 
to a judicial tribunal than its prototype of 1899. The one important 
addition of the Second Conference, distinguished from sundry 
amendments, is due to the French delegation. . It is the creation of sum- 
mary procedure (Articles 86-90) by means of a smaller tribunal com- 
posed of three judges, one appointed by each of the two litigating par- 
ties with a disinterested umpire chosen by the arbitrators. Each party 
is represented by an agent serving as an intermediary between his 
government and the tribunal, not by counsel or advocates; the pro- 
ceedings are in writing, with the right reserved to each party to ask 
that witnesses and experts be called, and with the right reserved to 
the tribunal to demand oral explanations from the agents as well as 
from the experts and witnesses. It is, of course, within the province 
of the countries to modify these provisions and to appoint counsel 
for them, should they desire; but the purpose of the innovation is that 
the delays incident to arbitration be avoided and that the procedure be 


summary in fact, as well,as in theory. 
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The First Hague Peace Conference has another institution to its 
credit: the so-called international commission of inquiry, which has 
already justified its existence and shown that it is capable of rendering 
great services in ascertaining facts in dispute, if only the nations are 
willing to pledge themselves to resort to it and actually do so resort 
to it. Article 9 of the Convention creates the new institution, and 
for this reason it is quoted: 


In differences of an international nature involving neither honor 
nor vital interests, and arising from a difference of opinion on 
points of fact, the signatory Powers recommend that the parties, 
who have not been able to come to an agreement by means of 
diplomacy, should, as far as circumstances allow, institute an 
international commission of inquiry, to facilitate a solution of 
these differences by elucidating the facts by means of an impar- 
tial and conscientious investigation. 

It will be observed that the purpose of the commission is to find 
the facts involved in the dispute “by means of an impartial and con- 
scientious investigation” in the expectation and, indeed, in the belief 
that, the facts being found, the dispute will either be settled by their 
determination, or that the parties themselves will apply the principles 
of law to the facts, or refer the legal questions to a tribunal of arbitra- 
tion for its award. It is also to be noted the careful, not to say timid, 
way in which the nations created a moral rather than a legal obliga- 
tion. The Powers do not agree, they recommend (in the revision of 
1907 the contracting Powers deem it expedient and desirable), and 
the recommendation is not unqualified for it is “as far as circumstances 
allow” ; and finally, lest they should, through inadvertence, bind them- 
selves upon questions involving honor or vital interests, such questions 
are excluded from the scope of the recommendation. However, it is 
better to grope in the dark, if dark it be, than to make a leap in the 
dark, and it is just by such uncertain and questioning recs that per- 
manent progress is made in matters international. 

Supposing that the Powers comply with the recommendation, con- 
stitute the commission and submit the facts in dispute to its determina- 
tion, the result is a report limited, as Article 14 says, to a “statement” 
which has not, in any way, the character of an arbitral award. “It 
leaves the conflicting Powers entire freedom as to the effect to be given 
to this statement.” It was the earnest desire of the Russian delegation 
at the First Conference to create a legal obligation instead of a recom- 
mendation to submit disputed facts to a commission of inquiry. And 
it was also the hope of the Russian delegation at the Second Confer- 
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ence to add a clause to the 14th article, by which the parties bind 
themselves to settle the dispute on the facts thus found, or to submit 
the dispute to arbitration, thus removing it definitely from the field of 
controversy.* 

It was thought best, however, to treat the commission of inquiry as 
a jury finding facts without imposing upon it the functions of a court, 
or without binding the nations to take further and definite action. 
The opposition to this change of the Russian Government was very 
general, although in the Dogger Bank Case,? the very first case sub- 
mitted to a commission of inquiry, the parties in dispute, namely, Great 
Britain and Russia, invested the commission, not merely with the duty 
of determining the facts in dispute, but of finding liability as well. The 
opposition to the original proposition of an agreement to submit facts 
in dispute to an international commission instead of a recommendation 
to find the facts gave rise to a protracted and heated discussion, due 
to the unwillingness of the Balkan States to accept the commission on 
the ground that its creation menaced the rights of small Sates.® 

It is not necessary to discuss the details of procedure devised by the 
First Conference and modified by the Second other than to say that 
the original Convention was to be constituted, unless the Powers 
should decide otherwise, in the same manner as the temporary tribunal 
of the Permanent Court, and that the Powers in dispute agreed to 
supply the commission “as fully as they may think possible, with all 
means and facilities necessary to enable it to be completely acquainted 
with and to accurately understand the facts in question” (Article 12). 
The revised Convention of 1907 has very much enlarged the provisions 
of the articles relating to the commission of inquiry by setting out, at 
length, the details of the procedure to be followed. This is, no doubt, 
both helpful and wise, as parties in controversy are not in a frame of 
mind to devise a method of procedure, but for present purposes it is 
not necessary to consider those details as they are to be found in the 
Conventions annexed to this introduction.‘ 

It will be recalled, that, in the passage quoted from Mr. Hill, he 
suggested that the Permanent Court of The Hague was merely diplo- 
matic and that it was almost futile to believe that such a diplomatic 
body “would ever settle the differences between nations in any judicial 
way.” The reasons for his belief he stated in the following passage 


1Actes et documents, vol i, p. 415. 

2For the North Sea or Dogger Bank Case, see post, p. 403. 

8Scott, The Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907, vol. i, pp. 77, 78, 307. 
4Post, p. xxxiv. . 
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taken from his address before the meeting of the Judicial Settlement 
Society held in 1913: 


That Conference was made up almost entirely of diplomatists, 
was conducted almost exclusively in the diplomatic spirit, and its 
results were of a purely diplomatic nature. There was nothing 
binding. There was nothing that looked strongly in the direction 
of judicial decisions, in the proper sense. The idea was that 
judges selected by the different Powers were to be convoked 
whenever there was a case to be tried, and they would try to com- 
pose the difficulty; and, as one of the most eminent jurists in that 
Conference said, “The object is not to render justice, but to settle 
and to end the dispute.” That is to say, the object was not to do 
what was intrinsically right, but to do that which the loser would 
feel obliged, in the circumstances, to accept.’ 

The purpose of the present introduction is not to be unduly critical, 
but to show exactly what was done by the first Conference in the 
matter of establishing an international court of justice. And it is 
abundantly clear by the analysis of the provisions of the Convention 
creating the court and from the statements of Messrs. Asser, de 
Martens and Hill that the idea of a court was proposed rather than 
devised at the Conference. ; 

At the Second Hague Conference, held in 1907, the American dele- 
gation was instructed by the then Secretary of State, Mr. Elihu Root, 
to advocate a truly permanent international court, to be formed 
of judges acting under a sense of judicial responsibility. A joint 
project of Germany, Great Britain and the United States, with the 
warm-hearted and outspoken support of France, was proposed, and 
after weeks of discussion a draft convention of thirty-five articles, 
dealing with the composition, jurisdiction and procedure of a perma- 
nent international court, composed of judges, as distinct from arbitra- 
tors, was adopted. Owing to the inability to hit upon a method of 
appointing the judges acceptable to the States generally, the Confer- 
ence contented itself with the draft convention adopted by the Confer- 
ence and the recommendation that it should be put into effect as soon 
as an agreement could be reached through diplomatic channels upon 
the method of appointing the judges and the constitution of the court. 
The Court of Arbitral Justice, for this was the name of the new 
institution, although it should have been called more simply and accu- 
rately the International Court of Justice, was thus agreed to in prin- 


‘Proceedings of Fourth National Conference of the American Society for 
Judicial Settlement of International Disputes, 1913, p. 384. 
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ciple and requires only the codperation of a limited number of Powers, 
for no number is specified in the recommendation, to establish it in 
fact. When this is done there will be in existence a permanent inter- 
national court of justice, composed of trained judges, permanently in 
session through a committee thereof at The Hague, ready to receive 
and capable of deciding all justiciable questions. which may be sub- 
mitted to it by the countries composing the society of nations. 

There will always be a field for the so-called Permanent Court of 
Arbitration and a truly permanent Court of Justice because nations 
may well prefer, in acute disputes where their policy is involved, 
to refer the controversy to arbitrators of their own choice in order to 
adjust conflicting interests rather than to submit differences of a 
political nature to a court of justice to be decided according to prin- 
ciples of law. And, on the other hand, there are nations that, no 
doubt, would prefer to submit their justiciable disputes when and as 
they. arise, to an international court of justice to be decided according 
to principles of law, so that those disputes, insignificant in their begin- 
ning, may not assume political importance, embitter the relations of 
nations and render it easier for them to drift unconsciously, it may be, 
into war. That wise and shrewd man of affairs, the venerable Dr. 
Franklin, said: “It is in human nature that injuries as well as benefits 
received in times of weakness and distress, national as well as per- 
sonal, make deep and lasting impressions; and those ministers are 
wise who look into futurity and quench the first sparks of misunder- 
standing between two nations which, neglected, may in time grow into 
a flame, all the consequences whereof no human prudence can fore- 
see, which may produce much mischief to both, and can not possibly 
produce any good to either.’ 

The service which the Permanent Court of Arbitration and which 
the International Court of Justice would render and the reasons which 
would justify the retention of the former and the creation of the 
latter were thus admirably stated by Mr. Léon Bourgeois at the Second 


Hague Conference: 


As Mr. Asser has said: “There must be judges at The Hague.” 
If there are at present no judges at The Hague, it is because 
the Conference of 1899, taking into consideration the whole field 
open to arbitration, intended to leave to the parties the duty of 
choosing their judges, which choice is essential in all cases of 
peculiar gravity. We should not like to see the court created in 


1Letter of Benjamin Franklin, dated December 22, 1779, to_R. Bernstorf, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs in Denmark. Wharton, Diplomatic Correspondence 
of the American Revolution, vol. iii, p. 435. 
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1899 lose its essentially arbitral character, and we intend to pre- 
serve this freedom in the choice of judges in all cases where no 
other rule is provided. 

In controversies of a political nature, especially, we think that 
this will always be the real rule of arbitration, and that no nation, 
large or small, will consent to go before a court of arbitration 
unless it takes an active part in the appointment of the members 
composing it. 

But is the case the same in questions of a purely legal nature? 
Can the same uneasiness and distrust appear here? And does not 
every one realize that a real court composed of real jurists may 
be considered as the most competent organ for deciding contro- 
versies of this character and for rendering decisions on pure ques- 
tions of law? 

In our opinion, therefore, either the old system of 1899 or the 
new system of a truly permanent court may be preferred, accord- 
ing to the nature of the case. At all events there is no intention 
whatever of making the new system compulsory. The choice 
between the tribunal of 1899 and the court of 1907 will be op- 
tional; and, as Sir Edward Fry has so well said, experience will 
show the advantages or disadvantages of the two systems.* 


The following resolution was unanimously adopted by the Institute 
of International Law at its session in Christiania in 1913: 


While recognizing the great value of the Court of Arbitration, 
instituted by the Peace Conference of 1899, to international jus- 
tice and the maintenance of peace; 

The Institute of International Law: 

In order to facilitate and to hasten recourse to arbitration; to 
assure the settlement of differences of a legal nature by arbiters 
representing the different systems of legislation and of juris- 
prudence; 

In order to reinforce the authority of the tribunals in the eyes 
of the representatives of the parties in controversy by having the 
members of the tribunal known to them in advance, and likewise 
to increase the moral force of the decision by having it rendered 
by a larger number and by the authority of arbiters recognized 
by the totality of the States; 

In order to resolve, in case of a treaty of compulsory arbitra- 
tion containing a clause to this effect, the doubts which might 
arise as to whether or not a particular controversy belongs to the 
category of questions subject to compulsory arbitration under the 
treaty ; 

In order to create a court of appeals for decisions rendered by 
tribunals constituted otherwise than in conformity with the rules 
of the Hague Convention, in case the special compromis should 
provide for the possibility of such a revision; 


1Actes et documents, vol ii, pp. 347-8.. 
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Considers it highly desirable that satisfaction be given to the 
first veu adopted by the Second Peace Conference in favor of the 
establishment of a Court of Arbitral Justice. 


It will be observed that there is no provision in the original or re- 
vised Convention for the pacific settlement of international dis- 
putes for the use of force either to compel nations to submit their 
disputes to the so-called Permanent Court at The Hague or to an in- 
ternational commission of inquiry, and there is likewise no provision 
for the use of force to secure compliance with the decision of the 
temporary tribunal of the so-called Permanent Court or to compel the 
nations to take further action upon the report of the international 
commission. The Conventions for the pacific settlement of interna- 
tional disputes state simply that the agreement to arbitrate implies 
the engagement to submit loyally to the award (Article 18 of the Con- 
vention of 1899; Article 37 of the revised Convention of 1907). 

Experience had with arbitration justifies the action of both Confer- 
ences in this respect, for the awards of arbitral tribunals have in- 
variably been complied with, although there may have been grumbling 
and delay and, in some cases, a modification of the award itself. If 
such is the result of experience it would seem wise to allow experience 
to decide whether, in the future, a sanction be necessary in the mat- 
ter of awards, and it is also better to allow experience to decide 
whether some form of sanction be necessary in order to compel nations 
to submit their disputes to the so-called Permanent Court, and their 
justiciable disputes to a permanent international court, when they shall 
have specifically agreed to do so. The American delegation to the 
Second Hague Conference drafted several articles which provided 
that nations might resort freely to the permanent court to be created, 
and that the defendant nation might, upon the application of the plain- 
tiff nation, be invited by the court to attend and to litigate the ques- 
tion, not summoned or hailed before the court. 

The Articles referred to, which have had the good fortune to meet 
with the approval of eminent publicists,? are: 


ArTIcLE 12. The Permanent Court of Arbitration shall not be 
competent to receive or consider any petition, application or com- 
munication whatever from any person natural or artificial except 
a sovereign State, nor shall it be competent to receive any appli- 


1Annuaire de l'Institut de droit international, 1912, pp. 603-4. : 
2See an article by the distinguished Belgian publicist, Professor Nys, entitled 
“The Development and Formation of International Law,” in the American Jour- 


nal of International Law, vol. 6, pp. 308-10. 
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cation or petition from any sovereign State unless it relates ex- 
clusively to a difference of an international character with another 
State which diplomacy has failed to settle and which is not political 
in character and does not affect the honor, independence or vital 
interests of any State. 

ArticLe 13. The Permanent Court of Arbitration shall not 
take any action on any petition or application which it is compe- 
tent to receive unless it shall be of the opinion that a justiciable 
case, and one which it is competent to entertain and decide and 
worthy of its consideration, has been brought before it, in which 
case it may in not less than thirty or more than ninety days after 
presentation of the petition invite the other sovereign State to — 
appear and submit the matter to judicial determination by the 
Court. 

In the latter event the State so invited may (a) refuse to submit 
the matter; (b) refrain from submitting the matter by failing for 
days to make any response to the invitation, in which 
event, it shall be deemed to have refused to submit the matter; 
(c) submit the matter in whole, or (d) offer to submit the matter 
in part or in different form from that stated in the petition, in 
which event the petitioning State shall be free either to accept the 
qualified submission or to withdraw its petition or application, 
and shall signify its election within a time to be determined by 
the Court; (e) appear for the sole purpose of denying the right 
of the petitioning State to any redress or relief on the petition or 
application presented—that is to say, it may except for demur; 
in case the court does not sustain this, it shall renew the invitation 
to appear and submit the matter. 

ARTICLE 14. In case, however, the States in controversy can not 
agree upon the form and scope of the submission of the difference 
referred to in the petition, the Court of Arbitration may appoint, 
upon the request by either party, a committee of three from the 
members of the Administrative Council, none of whom shall rep- 
resent the States involved, without suggestion from either party, 
and the committee thus constituted shall frame the questions to be 
submitted and the scope of the inquiry, and thereafter if either 
party shall withdraw it shall be deemed to have refused to submit 
the matter involved to judicial or arbitral determination. 

ArTIcLE 15. The Administrative Council shall transmit to every 
signatory power a copy of every petition which may be submitted 
to the Permanent Court of Arbitration, and any power affected 
thereby shall have the right to present through the Administrative 
Council any matter bearing on the question involved which it sees 
fit to do, and any matter so presented shall be transmitted by the 
Administrative Council to every signatory Power. 


The Permanent Court of Arbitration was installed in 1902, ready 
for cases that might be submitted to the temporary tribunal, formed 
from the list of judges inscribed in the International Bureau at The 
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Hague. Two republics of the Western Hemisphere were the first to 
avail themselves of the institution and to confess their faith in this 
method of settling their disputes. Porfirio Diaz, President of Mexico, 
and Theodore Roosevelt, President of the United States of America, 
submitted the so-called Pious Fund Case? in 1902 to the first temporary 
tribunal, formed from the list of judges composing the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration, thus starting this institution upon what is hoped 
will be a great and a beneficent career. 

Whether the awards of the various temporary tribunals which have 
since been formed justify the expectations of the diplomats and 
jurists who founded it at the First Conference and confessed their 
faith anew in its efficacy at the Second Conference at The Hague, 
is left to the judgment of the intelligent reader. But the undersigned 
is unwilling to close this introduction without stating his opinion that 
the institution has unquestionably succeeded, although he is of the 
equally firm opinion that it can only be regarded as a first step, albeit 
a very long one, toward the creation of a truly permanent international 
court of justice, which, to use the happy phrase of Elihu Root, will 
be composed of judges acting under a sense of judicial responsibility. 
That the day may not be far distant when this consummation shall 
take place should be the hope and prayer of every partisan of justice 
and of every lover of his kind. We must have agencies which will 
settle the disputes between nations without jeopardizing civilization, 
for we dare not forget that although “there are many nations there is 
only one civilization.” 

James Brown Scort, 
Director of the Division of International Law. 


WasHINGTON, D. C., 
February 28, 1916. 


1Post, p. 1. 
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1899 


Convention pour le Réglement 
Pacifique des Conflits Interna- 
tionaus. 


Sa Majesté l’Empereur d’Alle- 
magne, Roi de Prusse; [etc.:] 

Animés de la ferme volonté de 
concourir au maintien de la paix 
générale ; 

Résolus a favoriser de tous 
leurs efforts le réglement amiable 
des conflits internationaux ; 


Reconnaissant la solidarité qui 
unit les membres de la société des 
nations civilisées ; 

Voulant étendre V’empire du 
droit et fortifier le sentiment de la 
justice internationale ; 


Convaincus que. J’institution 
permanente d’une juridiction ar- 
bitrale, accessible a tous, au sein 
des Puissances indépendantes, 
peut contribuer efficacement a ce 
résultat ; 

Considérant les avantages d’une 
organisation générale et réguliére 
de la procédure arbitrale ; 


Estimant, avec l’Auguste Initia- 
teur de la Conférence Internatio- 
nale de la Paix, qu’il importe de 
consacrer dans un accord inter- 
national les principes d’équité 
et de droit sur lesquels reposent 
la sécurité des Etats et le bien- 
étre des peuples; 
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Convention pour le Réglement 
Pacifique des Conflits Interna- 
tionaus. 

Sa Majesté l’Empereur d’Alle- 
magne, Roi de Prusse; [etc.:] 

Animés de la ferme volonté de 
concourir au maintien de la paix 
générale ; 

Résolus a favoriser de tous 
leurs efforts le réglement amiable 
des conflits internationaux ; 


Reconnaissant la solidarité qui 
unit les membres de la société des 
nations civilisées ; 

Voulant étendre Vempire du 
droit et fortifier le sentiment de la 
justice internationale ; 


Convaincus que _ J’institution 
permanente d’ane juridiction ar- 
bitrale, accessible a tous, au sein 
des Puissances indépendantes, 
peut contribuer efficacement a ce 
résultat ; 

Considérant les avantages d’une 
organisation générale et réguliére 
de la procédure arbitrale ; 


Estimant avec l’Auguste Initia-— 
teur de la Conférence Internatio- 
nale de la Paix qu’il importe de 
consacrer dans un accord inter- 
national les principes d’équité 
et de droit sur lesquels reposent 
la sécurité des Etats et le bien- 
étre des peuples; 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, vol. 32, p. 1779; vol. 36, p. 2199. Italics indicate differ. 


ences between the Conventions of 1899 and 1907, 


PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES 


[OrrictaL TRANSLATIONS?] 


1899 


Convention for the pacific settle- 
ment of international disputes. 


His Majesty the German Em- 
peror, King of Prussia; [etc.] : 

Animated by a strong desire to 
concert for the maintenance of 
the general peace; 

Resolved to second by their 
best efforts the friendly settle- 
ment of international disputes ; 


Recognizing the _ solidarity 
which unites the members of the 
society of civilized nations ; 

Desirous of extending the em- 
pire of law and of strengthening 
the appreciation of international 
justice ; 

Convinced that the permanent 
institution of a Court of Arbi- 
tration, accessible to all, in the 
midst of the independent Powers, 
will contribute effectively to this 
result ; 

Having regard to the advan- 
tages attending the general and 
regular organization of arbitral 
procedure ; 

Sharing the opinion of the au- 
gust initiator of the International 
Peace Conference that it is expe- 
dient to record in an international 
agreement the principles of 
equity and right on which are 
based the security of States and 
the welfare of peoples; 


1907 


Convention for the pacific setile- 
ment of international disputes. 


His Majesty the German Em- 
peror, King of Prussia; [etc.]: 

Animated by the sincere desire 
to work for the maintenance of 
general peace; 

Resolved to promote by all the 
efforts in their power the friendly 
settlement of international dis- 
putes ; 

Recognizing the solidarity unit- 
ing the members of the society of 
civilized nations ; 

Desirous of extending the em- 
pire of law and of strengthening 
the appreciation of international 
justice ; 

Convinced that the permanent 
institution of a tribunal of arbi- 
tration, accessible to all, in the 
midst of independent Powers, will 
contribute effectively to this re- 
sult ; 

Having regard to the advan- 
tages attending the general and 
regular organization of the pro- 
cedure of arbitration; 

Sharing the opinion of the au- 
gust initiator of the International 
Peace Conference that it is expe- 
dient to record in an interna- 
tional agreement the principles of 
equity and right on which are 
based the security of States and 
the welfare of peoples ; 


1These translations are the official translations of the Department of State of 
the United States (Ibid.), slightly revised in order to indicate by italics in the 
English texts also the differences between the two Conventions so indicated in 
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1899 


Désirant conclure une Conven- 
tion a cet effet, ont nommé pour 
Leurs Plénipotentiaires, savoir: 


[Dénomination des Plénipoten- 
tiaires. | 

Lesquels, aprés s’étre com- 
muniqué leurs pleins pouvoirs, 
trouvés en bonne et due forme, 
sont convenus des dispositions 
suivantes : 


Titre I1—Du MAINTIEN DE LA 
Patx GENERALE 


ARTICLE 1 


En vue de prévenir autant que 
possible le recours a la force dans 
les rapports entre les Etats, les 
Puissances signataires convien- 
nent d’employer tous leurs efforts 
pour assurer le réglement paci- 
fique des différends internatio- 
naux. 


Titre IJ.—Ders Bons OFFICES ET 
DE LA MEDIATION 


ARTICLE 2 


En cas de dissentiment grave 
ou de conflit, avant d’en appeler 
aux armes, les Puissances signa- 
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Déstreux, dans ce but, de 
mieux assurer le fonctionnement 
pratique des Commissions d’en- 
quéte et des tribunaux darbi- 
trage et de faciliter le recours a 
la justice arbitrale lorsqwil sagit 
de litiges de nature ad comporter 
une procédure sommare; 

Ont jugé nécessaive de reviser 
sur certains points et de com- 
pléter Vouvre de la Premiére 
Conférence de la Paix pour le 
réglement pacifique des conflits 
imternationaus ; 

Les Hautes Parties contractan- 
tes ont résolu de conclure une 
nouvelle Convention a cet effet et 
ont nommé pour Leurs Pléni- 
potentiaires, savoir: 

[Dénomination des Plénipoten- 
tiaires. } 

Lesquels, aprés avoir déposé 
leurs pleins pouvoirs, trouvés en 
bonne et due forme, sont con- 
venus de ce qui suit: 


Titre I1—Du MAINTIEN DE LA 
Parx GENERALE 


ARTICLE 1 


En vue de prévenir autant que 
possible le recours a la force dans 
les rapports entre les Etats, les 
Puissances contractantes  con- 
viennent d’employer .tous leurs 
efforts pour assurer le réglement 
pacifique des différends interna- 
tionaux. 


Titre II].—Des Bons OFFICES ET 
DE LA MEDIATION 


ARTICLE 2 


En cas de dissentiment grave 
ou de conflit, avant d’en appeler 
aux armes, les Puissances con- 
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1895 


Being desirous of concluding a 
Convention to this effect, have ap- 
pointed as their plenipotentiaries, 
to wit: 


[Here follow the names of 
plenipotentiaries. | 

Who, after communication of 
their full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed on the 
following provisions: 


TirLe 1—On THr MAINTENANCE 
OF THE GENERAL PEACE 


ARTICLE 1 


With a view to obviating, as far 
as possible, recourse to force in 
the relations between States, the 
signatory Powers agree to use 
their best efforts to insure the 
pacific settlement of international 
differences. 


TitLtE II—On Goop OFFfices 
AND MEDIATION 


ARTICLE 2 


In case of serious disagreement 
or conflict, before an appeal to 
arms, the signatory Powers agree 
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Being desirous, with this object, 
of insuring the better working in 
practice of commissions of in- 
quiry and tribunals of arbitration, 
and of facilitating recourse to ar- 
bitration in cases which allow of 
a summary procedure; 

Have deemed it necessary to 
revise in certain particulars and 
to complete the work of the First 
Peace Conference for the pacific 
settlement of international dis- 
putes; 


The high contracting Parties 
have resolved to conclude a new 
Convention for this purpose, and 
have appointed the following as 
their plenipotentiaries : 

[Here follow the names of 
plenipotentiaries. ] 

Who, after having deposited 
their full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed upon 
the following: 


Part ]—Tue MAINTENANCE OF 
GENERAL PEACE 


ARTICLE 1 


With a view to obviating as far 
as possible recourse to force in the 
relations between States, the con- 
tracting Powers agree to use their 
best efforts to insure the pacific 
settlement of international differ- 
ences. 


Part II.—Goop OFFICES AND 


MEDIATION 


ARTICLE 2 


In case of serious disagreement 
or dispute, before an appeal to 
arms, the contracting Powers 
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ARTICLE 3 
taires conviennent d’avoir_ re- 


cours, en tant que les circon- 
stances le permettront, aux bons 
offices ou a la médiation d’une 
ou de plusieurs Puissances amies. 

Indépendamment de ce _ re- 
cours, les Puissances signataires 
jugent utile qu’une ou plusieurs 
Puissances étrangéres au conflit, 
offrent de leur propre initiative. 
en tant que les circonstances s’y 


prétent, leurs bons offices ou 
leur médiation aux Etats en 
conflit. 


Le droit d’offrir les bons offices 
ou la médiation appartient aux 
Puissances étrangéres au conflit, 
méme pendant le cours des hos- 
tilités. 

L’exercice de ce droit ne peut 
jamais étre considéré par l’une 
ou l’autre des Parties en litige 
comme un acte peu amical. 


ARTICLE 4 


Le rdéle de médiateur consiste 
a concilier les prétentions op- 
posées et a apaiser les ressenti- 
ments qui peuvent s’étre pro- 
duits entre les Etats en conflit. 


ARTICLE 5 


Les fonctions de médiateur 
cessent du moment ot il est 
constaté, soit par l’une des Parties 
en litige, soit par le médiateur 
lui-méme, que les moyens de 
conciliation proposés par lui ne 
sont pas acceptés, 


ARTICLE 6 


Les bons offices et la médiation, 
soit sur le recours des Parties en 
conflit, soit sur J’initiative des 
Puissances étrangéres au con- 
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ARTICLE 3 


tractantes conviennent d’avoir re- 
cours, en tant que les circon- 
stances le permettront, aux bons 
offices ou a la médiation d’une 
ou de plusieurs Puissances amies. 

Indépendamment de ce_ re- 
cours, les Puissances contrac- 
tantes jugent utile et désirable 
qu’une ou plusieurs Puissances 
étrangéres au conflit offrent de 
leur propre initiative, en tant 
que les circonstances s’y prétent, 
leurs bons offices ou leur média- 
tion aux Etats en conflit. 

Le droit d’offrir les bons offices 
ou la médiation appartient aux 
Puissances étrangéres au conflit 
méme pendant le cours des hos- 
tilités. 

L’exercice de ce droit ne peut 
jamais étre considéré par l’une 
ou l’autre des Parties en litige 
comme un acte peu amical. 


ARTICLE 4 


Le role du médiateur consiste 
a concilier les prétentions op- 
posées et a apaiser les ressenti- 
ments qui peuvent s’étre pro- 
duits entre les Etats en conflit. 


ARTICLE 5 


Les fonctions du médiateur 
cessent du moment ot il est 
constaté, soit par l’une des Parties 
en litige, soit par le médiateur 
lui-méme, que les moyens de 
conciliation proposés par lui ne 
sont pas acceptés. 


ARTICLE 6 


Les bons offices et la médiation, 
soit sur le recours des Parties en 
conflit, soit sur Vinitiative des 
Puissances étrangéres au con- 
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to have recourse, as far as cir- 
cumstances allow, to the good 
offices or mediation of one or 
more friendly Powers. 


Independently of this recourse, 
the signatory Powers recommend 
that one or more Powers, stran- 
gers to the dispute, should, on 
their own initiative, and as far as 
circumstances may allow, offer 
their good offices or mediation to 
the States at variance. 


Powers, strangers to the dis- 
pute, have the right to offer good 
offices or mediation, even during 
the course of hostilities. 


The exercise of this right can 
never be regarded by one or the 
other of the parties in conflict as 
an unfriendly act. 


ARTICLE 4 


The part of the mediator con- 
sists in reconciling the opposing 
claims and appeasing the feelings 
of resentment which may have 
arisen between the States at vari- 
ance. 

ARTICLE 5 


The functions of the mediator 
are at an end when once it is de- 
clared, either by one of the parties 
to the dispute, or by the mediator 
himself, that the means of recon- 
ciliation proposed by him are not 
accepted. 


ARTICLE 6 


Good offices and mediation, 
either at the request of the par- 
ties at variance, or on the initia- 
tive of Powers strangers to the 
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ARTICLE 3 


agree to have recourse, as far as 
circumstances allow, to the good 
offices or mediation of one or 
more friendly Powers. 


Independently of this recourse, 
the contracting Powers deem it 
expedient and desirable that one 
or more Powers, strangers to the 
dispute, should, on their own in- 
itiative and as far as circum- 
stances may allow, offer their 
good offices or mediation to the 
States at variance. 

Powers strangers to the dispute 
have the right to offer good offices 
or mediation even during the 
course of hostilities. 


The exercise of this right can 
never be regarded by either of the 
parties in dispute as an unfriendly 
act. 


ARTICLE 4 


The part of the mediator con- 
sists in reconciling the opposing 
claims and appeasing the feelings 
of resentment which may have 
arisen between the States at vari- 
ance. 

ARTICLE 5 


The functions of the mediator 
are at an end when once it is de- 
clared, either by one of the parties 
to the dispute or by the mediator 
himself, that the means of recon- 
ciliation proposed by him are not 
accepted. 


ARTICLE 6 


Good offices and mediation un- 
dertaken either at the request of 
the parties in dispute or on the in- 
itiative of Powers strangers to the 
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flit, ont exclusivement le carac- 
tére de conseil et n’ont jamais 
force obligatoire. 


ARTICLE 7 


L’acceptation de la médiation 
ne peut avoir pour effet, sauf con- 
vention contraire, d’interrompre, 
de retarder ou d’entraver la 
mobilisation et autres mesures 
préparatoires a la guerre. 

Si elle intervient aprés l’ouver- 
ture des hostilités, elle n’inter- 
rompt pas, sauf convention con- 
traire, les opérations militaires 
en cours. 


ARTICLE 8 


Les Puissances signataires sont 
d’accord pour recommander l’ap- 
plication, dans les circonstances 
qui le permettent, d’une média- 
tion spéciale sous la forme sui- 
vante: 

En cas de différend grave com- 
promettant la paix, les Etats en 
conflit choisissent respectivement 
une Puissance a laquelle ils con- 
fient la mission d’entrer en rap- 
port direct avec la Puissance 
choisie d’autre part, a l’effet de 
prévenir la rupture des relations 
pacifiques. . 

Pendant la durée de ce mandat 
dont le terme, sauf stipulation 
contraire, ne peut excéder trente 
jours, les Etats en litige cessent 
tout rapport direct au sujet du 
conflit, lequel est considéré 
comme déféré exclusivement aux 
Puissances médiatrices. Celles-ci 
doivent appliquer tous leurs 
efforts a régler le différend. 

En cas de rupture effective des 
relations pacifiques, ces Puis- 
sances demeurent chargées de la 
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flit, ont exclusivement le carac- 
tére de conseil et n’ont jamais 
force obligatoire. 


ARTICLE 7 


L’acceptation de la médiation 
ne peut avoir pour effet, sauf con- 
vention contraire, d’interrompre, 
de retarder ou d’entraver la 
mobilisation et autres mesures 
préparatoires a la guerre. 

Si elle intervient aprés l’ouver- 
ture des hostilités, elle n’inter- 
rompt pas, sauf convention con- 


traire, les opérations militaires 
en cours. 
ARTICLE 8 
Les Puissances contractantes 


sont d’accord pour recommander 
Vapplication, dans les circon- 
stances qui le permettent, d’une 
médiation spéciale sous la forme 
suivante : 

En cas de différend grave com- 
promettant la paix, les Etats en 
conflit choisissent respectivement 
une Puissance a laquelle ils con- 
fient la mission d’entrer en rap- 
port direct avec la Puissance 
choisie d’autre part, a effet de 
prévenir la rupture des relations 
pacifiques. 

Pendant la durée de ce mandat 
dont le terme, sauf stipulation 
contraire, ne peut excéder trente 
jours, les Etats en litige cessent 
tout rapport direct au sujet du 
conflit, lequel est considéré 
comme déféré exclusivement aux 
Puissances médiatrices. Celles-ci 
doivent appliquer tous leurs 
efforts a régler le différend. 

En cas de rupture effective des 
relations pacifiques, ces Puis- 
sances demeurent chargées de la 
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dispute, have exclusively the 
character of advice and never 
have binding force. 


ARTICLE 7 


The acceptance of mediation 
can not, unless there be an agree- 
ment to the contrary, have the 
effect of interrupting, delaying, 
or hindering mobilization or other 
measures of preparation for war. 

If mediation occurs after the 
commencement of hostilities it 
causes no interruption to the mil- 
itary operations in progress, un- 
less there be an agreement to the 
contrary. 


ARTICLE 8 


The signatory Powers are 
agreed in recommending the ap- 
plication, when circumstances 
allow, of special mediation in the 
following form: 


In case of a serious difference 
endangering the peace, the States 
at variance choose respectively a 
Power, to whom they intrust the 
mission of entering into direct 
communication with the Power 
chosen on the other side, with the 
object of preventing the rupture 
of pacific relations. 

For the period of this mandate, 
the term of which, unless other- 
wise stipulated, can not exceed 
thirty days, the States in conflict 
cease from all direct communica- 
tion on the subject of the dispute, 
which is regarded as referred 
exclusively to the mediating 
Powers, who must use their best 
efforts to settle it. 

In case of a definite rupture of 
pacific relations, these Powers are 
charged with the joint task of 
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dispute have exclusively the char- 
acter of advice, and never have 
binding force. 


ARTICLE 7 


The acceptance of mediation 
can not, unless there be an agree- 
ment to the contrary, have the 
effect of interrupting, delaying, or 
hindering mobilization or other 
measures of preparation for war. 

If it takes place after the com- 
mencement of hostilities, the mili- 
tary operations in progress are 
not interrupted in the absence of 
an agreement to the contrary. 


ARTICLE 8 


The contracting Powers are 
agreed in recommending the ap- 
plication, when circumstances al- 
low, of special mediation in the 
following form: 


In case of a serious difference 
endangering peace, the States at 
variance choose respectively a 
Power, to which they intrust the 
mission of entering into direct 
communication with the Power 
chosen on the other side, with the 
object of preventing the rupture 
of pacific relations. 

For the period of this mandate, 
the term of which, unless other- 
wise stipulated, can not exceed 
thirty days, the States in dispute 
cease from all direct communica- 
tion on the subject of the dispute, 
which is regarded as referred ex- 
clusively to the mediating Powers, 
which must use their best efforts 
to settle it. 

In case of a definite rupture of 
pacific relations, these Powers are 
charged with the joint task of tak- 
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mission commune de profiter de 
toute occasion pour rétablir la 
paix. 


Titre III—Drs CoMMISSIONS 
INTERNATIONALES D ENQUETE 


ARTICLE 9 


Dans les litiges d’ordre inter- 
national n’engageant ni Tlhon- 
neur ni des intéréts essentiels 
et provenant d’une divergence 
d’appréciation sur des points de 
fait, les Puissances signataires 
jugent utile que les Parties qui 
n’auraient pu se mettre d’accord 
par les voies diplomatiques in- 


stituent, en tant que les cir- 
constances le permettront, une 
Commission internationale d’en- 


quéte chargée de faciliter la solu- 
tion de ces litiges en éclaircis- 
sant, par un examen impartial 


et consciencieux, les questions 
de fait. 

ARTICLE 10 
Les Commissions internatio- 


nales d’enquéte sont constituées 
par convention spéciale entre les 
Parties en litige. 

La convention d’enquéte pré- 
cise les faits 4 examiner et l’éten- 
due des pouvoirs des Commis- 
saires. 

Elle régle la procédure. 

L’enquéte a lieu contradictoire- 
ment.* 

La forme et les délais a ob- 
server, en tant qu’ils ne sont pas 
fixés par la Convention d’en- 
quéte, sont déterminés par la 
Commission elle-méme. 


1See footnote on opposite page. 


1907 


mission commune de profiter de 
toute occasion pour rétablir la 
paix. 


Titre JIJ—Ders ComMIssIons 
INTERNATIONALES D’ ENQUETE 


ARTICLE 9 


Dans les litiges d’ordre inter- 
national n’engageant ni l’hon- 
neur ni des intéréts essentiels 
et provenant d’une divergence 
d’appréciation sur des points de 
fait, les Puissances contractantes 
jugent utile et déswable que les 
Parties qui n’auraient pu se. 
mettre d’accord par les voies di- 
plomatiques instituent, en tant 
que les circonstances le permet- 
tront, une Commission interna- 
tionale d’enquéte chargée de 
faciliter la solution de ces litiges 
en éclaircissant, par un examen 
impartial et consciencieux, les 
questions de fait. 


ARTICLE 10 


Les Commissions internatio- 
nales d’enquéte sont constituées 
par convention spéciale entre les 
Parties en litige. 

La convention d’enquéte pré- 
cise les faits a examiner; elle 
détermine le mode et le délai de 
formation de la Commission et 
l’étendue des pouvoirs des com- 
missaires. 


Elle détermine également, sil 
y a lieu, le sidge de la Commis- 
sion et la faculté de se déplacer, 
la langue dont la Commission 
fera usage et celles dont lemploi 
sera autorisé devant elle, ainsi 
que la date a laquelle chaque 
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taking advantage of any oppor- 
tunity to restore peace. 


Titte II]—On INTERNATIONAL 
CoMMISSIONS OF INQUIRY 


ARTICLE 9 


In differences of an _ inter- 
tional nature involving neither 
honor nor vital interests, and 
arising from a difference of opin- 
ion on points of fact, the signatory 
Powers recommend that the par- 
ties, who have not been able to 
come to an agreement by means 
of diplomacy, should as far as 
circumstances allow, institute an 
international commission of in- 
quiry, to facilitate a solution of 
these differences by elucidating 
the facts by means of an impartial 
and conscientious investigation. 


ARTICLE 10 


The international commissions 
of inquiry are constituted by 
special agreement between the 
parties in conflict. 

The convention for an inquiry 
defines the facts to be examined 
and the extent of the commis- 
sioners’ powers. 

It settles the procedure. 

On the inquiry both sides must 
be heard.* 

The form and the periods to be 
observed, if not stated in the 
inquiry convention, are decided 
by the commission itself. 
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ing advantage of any opportunity 
to restore peace. 


Part III.—INTERNATIONAL Com- 
MISSIONS OF INQUIRY 


ARTICLE 9 


In disputes of an international 
nature involving neither honor 
nor vital interests, and arising 
from a difference of opinion on 
points of fact, the contracting 
Powers deem it expedient and de- 
sirable that the parties who have 
not been able to come to an agree- 
ment by means of diplomacy, 
should, as far as circumstances 
allow, institute an international 
commission of inquiry, to facili- 
tate a solution of these disputes 
by elucidating the facts by means 
of an impartial and conscientious 
investigation. 


ARTICLE 10 


International commissions of 
inquiry are constituted by special 
agreement between the parties in 
dispute. 

The inquiry convention defines 
the facts to be examined ; it deter- 
mines the mode and time in which 
the commission is to be formed 
and the extent of the powers of 
the commissioners. 


It also determines, if there is 
need, where the commission ts to 
sit, and whether it may remove to 
another place, the language the 
commission shall use and the lan- 
guages the use of which shall be 
authorized before it, as well as the 


1This provision appears in Article 19 of the 1907 Convention. 
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ARTICLE 11 
Les Commissions internatio- 


nales d’enquéte sont formées, sauf 
stipulation contraire, de la ma- 
niére déterminée par l’article 32 
de la présente Convention. 
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Partie devra déposer son exposé 
des faits, et généralement toutes 
les conditions dont les Parties 
sont convenues. 


Si les Parties jugent nécessawe 
de nommer des assesseurs, la 
convention d’enquéte détermine 
le mode de leur désignation et 
Pétendue de leurs pouvoirs. 


ARTICLE 11 


Si la convention d’enquéte wa 
pas désigné le siége de la Com- 
mission, celle-ci siégera a La 
Haye. 

Le siége une fois fixé ne peut 
étre changé par la Commission 
qu avec Vassentiment des Parties. 


Si la convention d’enquéte n'a 
pas déterminé les langues a@ em- 
ployer, il en est décidé par la 
Commission. 


ARTICLE 12 


Sauf stipulation contraire, les 
Commissions  d’enquéte sont 
formées de la maniére deéter- 
minée par les Articles 45 et 57 
de la présente Convention. 


ARTICLE 13 


En cas de décés, de démission 
ou dempéchement, pour quelque 
cause que ce soit, de l'un des com- 
missaires, ou éventuellement de 
lun des assesseurs, il est pourvu 
a son remplacement selon le mode 
fixé pour sa nomination. 


ARTICLE 14 


Les Parties ont le droit de 
nommer auprés de la Commission 
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ARTICLE 1] 


The international commissions 
of inquiry are formed, unless 
otherwise stipulated, in the man- 
ner fixed by Article 32 of the 
present convention. 
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date on which each pariy must 
deposit its statement of facts, and, 
generally speaking, all the condi- 
tions upon which the parties have 
agreed. 

If the parties consider it neces- 
sary to appoint assessors, the 
convention of inquiry shall deter- 
mine the mode of their selection 
and the extent of their powers. 


ARTICLE 11 


If the inquiry convention has 
not determined where the com- 
mission is to sit, it will sit at The 
Hague. 

The place of meeting, once 
fixed, can not be altered by the 
commission except with the assent 
of the parties. 

If the inquiry convention has 
not determined what languages are 
to be employed, the question shall 
be decided by the commission. 


ARTICLE 12 


Unless an undertaking is made 
to the contrary, commissions of 
inquiry shall be formed in the 
manner determined by Articles 
45 and 57 of the present Conven- 
tion. 


ARTICLE 13 


Should one of the commission- 
ers or one of the assessors, should 
there be any, either die, or resign, 
or be unable for any reason what- 
ever to discharge his functions, 
the same procedure is followed for 
filling the vacancy as was followed 
for appointing him. 


ARTICLE 14 


The parties are entitled to ap- 
point special agents to attend the 
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d’enquéte des agents spéciaux 
avec la mission de Les représenter 
et de servir d’intermédiaires entre 
Elles et la Commission. 

Elles sont, en outre, autorisées 
a charger des conseils ow avocats 
nommeés par Elles, d’exposer et de 
soutenir Leurs mtéréts devant la 
Commission. 


ARTICLE 15 


Le Bureau International de la 
Cour permanente d’arbitrage sert 
de greffe aux Commissions qut 
siégent ad La Haye, et mettra ses 
locaux et son organisation a la 
disposition des Puissances con- 
tractantes pour le fonctionne- 
ment de la Commission d’en- 
quéte. 


ARTICLE 16 


Si la Commission siége ailleurs 
qua La Haye, elle nomme un 
Secrétaire-Général dont le bureau 
lui sert de greffe. 

Le greffe est chargé, sous lau- 
torité du Président, de l’organisa- 
tion matérielle des séances de la 
Commission, de la rédaction des 
procés-verbaux et, pendant le 
temps de lenquéte, de la garde 
des archives qui seront ensuite 
versées au Bureau International 
de La Haye. 


ARTICLE 17 


En vue de faciliter linstitu- 
tion et le fonctionnement des 
Commissions d’enquéte, les 
Puissances contractantes recom- 
mandent les régles suivantes qui 
seront applicables a la procédure 
denquéte en tant que les Parties 
nadopteront pas d'autres régles. 
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commission of inquiry, whose duiy 
it 1s to represent them and to act 
as intermediaries between them 
and the commission. 

They are further authorized to 
engage counsel or advocates, ap- 
pointed by themselves, to state 
their case and uphold their inter- 
ests before the commission. 


ARTICLE 15 


The International Bureau of 
the Permanent Court of Arbitra- 
tion acts as registry for the com- 
missions which sit at The Hague, 
and shall place its offices and staff 
at the disposal of the contracting 
Powers for the use of the commis- 
sion of inquiry. 


ARTICLE 16 


If the commission meets else- 
where than at The Hague, it ap- 
points a secretary general, whose 
office serves as registry. 

It is the function of the registry, 
under the control of the. presi- 
dent, to make the necessary 
arrangements for the sittings of 
the commission, the preparation 
of the minutes, and, while the 
inquiry lasts, for the charge of 
the archives, which shall subse- 
quently be transferred to the In- 
ternational Bureau at The Hague. 


ARTICLE 17 


In order to facilitate the con- 
stitution and working of commis- 
sions of inquiry, the contracting 
Powers recommend the following 
rules, which shall be applicable 
to the inquiry procedure in so far 
as the parties do not adopt other 


rules. 
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ARTICLE 18 


La Commission réglera les dé- 
tails de la procédure non prévus 
dans la convention spéciale d’en- 
quéte ow dans la présente Con- 
vention, et procédera a toutes les 
formalités que comporte Vadma- 
mistration des preuves. 


ARTICLE 19 


L’enquéte a lieu contradictoire- 
ment.* 

Aux dates prévues, chaque 
Partie communique a la Commis- 
sion et & lautre Partie les exposés 
des fatts, stl y a liew, et, dans tous 
les cas, les actes, piéces et docu- 
ments qu Elle juge utiles a la 
découverte de la vérité, ainsi que 
la liste des témoins et des experts 
quelle déswre faire entendre. 


ARTICLE 20 


La Commission a la faculté, 
avec lassentiment des Parties, de 
se transporter momentanément 
sur les lieux on elle juge utile de 
recoury a ce moyen d’informa- 
tion ou dy déléguer un ow plu- 
sieurs de ses membres. L’autori- 
sation de l’Etat sur le territoire 
duquel il dott étre procédé & cette 
information devra étre obtenue. 


ARTICLE 21 


Toutes constatations matéri- 
elles, et toutes visites des leux 
doivent étre faites en présence 
des agents et conseils des Parties 
ou eux diment appelés. 


ARTICLE 22 


La Commission a le droit de 
solliciter de Pune ou Vlautre 
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ARTICLE 18 


The commission shall settle the 
details of the procedure not cov- 
ered by the special inquiry con- 
vention or the present Conven- 
tion, and shall arrange all the for- 
malities required for dealing with 
the evidence. 


ARTICLE 19 


On the inquiry both sides must 
be heard.? 

At the dates fixed, each party 
communicates to the commis- 
sion and to the other party the 
statements of facts, if any, and, 
in all cases, the instruments, pa- 
pers, and documents which tt con- 
siders useful for ascertaining the 
truth, as well as the list of wit- 
nesses and experts whose evidence 
it wishes to be heard. 


ARTICLE 20 


The commission is entitled, 
with the assent of the Powers, to 
move temporarily to any place 
where it considers 1t may be useful 
to have recourse to this means 
of inquiry or to send one or more 
of its members. Permission must 
be obtained from the State on 
whose territory tt is proposed to 
hold the inquiry. 


ARTICLE 21 


Every investigation, and every 
examination of a locality, must be 
made in the presence of the agents 
and counsel of the parties or after 
they have been duly summoned. 


ARTICLE 22 


The commission ts entitled to 
ask from either party for such ex- 


1See Article 10 of the 1899 Convention. 
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ARTICLE 12 


Les Puissances en litige s’en- 
gagent a fournir a la Commission 
internationale d’enquéte, dans la 
plus large mesure qu’Elles juge- 
ront possible, tous les moyens et 
toutes les facilités nécessaires 
pour la connaissance complete 
et l’appréciation exacte des faits 
en question. 
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Partie telles explications ou m- 
formations qwelle juge utiles. 


ARTICLE 23 


Les Parties s’engagent a four- 
nir a la Commission d’enquéte, 
dans la plus large mesure 
qu’Elles jugeront possible, tous 
les moyens et toutes les facilités 
nécessaires pour la connaissance 
compléte et l’appréciation exacte 
des faits en question. 

Elles sengagent a user des 
moyens dont Elles disposent 
d’apres leur législation intérieure, 
pour assurer la comparution des 
témoms ou des experts se trou- 
vant sur leur territowre et cités 
devant la Commission. 

Si ceux-cl ne peuvent com- 
paraitre devant la Commission, 
Elles feront procéder a leur audi- 
tion devant leurs autorités com- 
pétentes. 


ARTICLE 24 


Pour toutes les notifications 
que la Commission aurat a faire 
sur le territoire d'une tierce Puis- 
sance contractante, la Commus- 
sion Sadressera directement au 
Gouvernement de cette Puis- 
sance. Il en sera de méme s1l 
Sagit de faire procéder sur place 
a Tétablissement de tous moyens 
de preuve. 

Les requétes adressées a cet 
effet seront exécutées suivant les 
moyens dont la Puissance requise 
dispose d’aprés sa législation in- 
térieure. Elles ne peuvent étre 
refusées que si cette Puissance les 
juge de nature a porter atteinte a 
Sa souveraineté ou a Sa sécurité. 
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ARTICLE 12 


The Powers in dispute engage 
to supply the international com- 
mission of inquiry, as fully as 
they may think possible, with all 
means and facilities necessary to 
enable it to be completely ac- 
quainted with and to accurately 
understand the facts in question. 


xlix 


1907 


planations and information as it 
considers necessary. 


ARTICLE 23 


The parties undertake to sup- 
ply the commission of inquiry, as 
fully as they may think possible, 
with all means and facilities neces- 
sary to enable it to become com- 
pletely acquainted with, and to 
accurately understand, the facts 
in question. 


They undertake to make use of 
the means at their disposal, under 
their mumcipal law, to insure the 
appearance of the witnesses or ex- 
perts who are m their territory 
and have been summoned before 
the commission. 

If the witnesses or experts are 
unable to appear before the com- 
mission, the parties will arrange 
for their evidence to be taken be- 
fore the qualified officials of their 
own country. 


ARTICLE 24 


For all notices to be served by 
the commission in the territory of 
a third contracting Power, the 
commission shall apply direct to 
the Government of the said Pow- 
er. The same rule applies in the 
case of steps being taken on the 
spot to procure evidence. 


The requests for this purpose 
are to be executed so far as the 
means at the disposal of the 
Power applied to under its munici- 
pal law allow. They can not 
be rejected unless the Power in 
question considers they are cal- 
culated to impair its sovereign 
rights or its safety. 


THE HAGUE CONVENTIONS OF 1899 AND 1907 FOR THE 


1899 


1907 


La Commission aura aussi 
toujours la faculté de recouri a 
Vintermédiaire de la Pwuissance 
sur le territoire de laquelle elle a 
Son siége. 

ARTICLE 25 


Les témoins et les experts sont 
appelés & la requéte des Parties 
ou doffice par la Commission, et, 
dans tous les cas, par Vinter- 
médiawre du Gouvernement de 
V Etat sur le territoire duquel ils se 
trouvent. 

Les témoins sont entendus, 
Successivement et séparément, en 
présence des agents et des con- 
seils et dans un ordre a fixer par 
la Commission, 


ARTICLE 26 


L’interrogatoire des témoins 
est conduit par le Président. 

Les membres de la Commis- 
sion peuvent néanmoins poser a 
chaque témoin les questions qwils 
crotent convenables pour éclair- 
cir ow compléter sa déposition, 
ow pour se renseigner sur tout ce 
qui concerne le témoim dans les 
limites nécessaires a la manitfesta- 
tion de la vérité. 

Les agents et les conseils des 
Parties ne peuvent interrompre 
le témoin dans sa déposition, ni 
lui faire aucune . interpellation 
directe, mais peuvent demander 
au Président de poser au témoin 
telles questions complémentaires 
quwils jugent utiles. 


ARTICLE 27 


Le témoin doit déposer sans 
quil lui soit permis de lire aucun 
projet écrit. Toutefois, il peut 
étre autorisé par le Président a 
Saider de notes ow documents si 
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The commission will equally 
be always entitled to act through 


the Power on whose territory it 
sits. 


ARTICLE 25 


The witnesses and experts are 
summoned on the request of the 
parties or by the commission of 
tts own motion, and, in every 
case, through the Government of 
the State in whose territory they 
are. 

The witnesses are heard in suc- 
cession and separately, in the 
presence of the agents and coun- 
sel, and in the order fixed by the 
commission, 


ARTICLE 26 


The examination of witnesses 
is conducted by the president. 

The members of the commis- 
sion may however put to each 
witness questions which they 
consider likely to throw light on 
and complete his evidence, or get 
information on any point con- 
cerning the witness within the 
limits of what is necessary in 
order to get at the truth. 

The agents and counsel of the 
parties may not interrupt the wit- 
ness when he is making his state- 
ment, nor put any direct question 
to him, but they may ask the 
president to put such additional 
questions to the witness as they 
think expedient. 


ARTICLE 27 


The witness must give his evi- 
dence without being. allowed to 
read any written draft. He may, 
however, be permitted by the 
president to consult notes or 
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la nature des faits rapportés en 
nécessite Templor. 


ARTICLE 28 


Procés-verbal de la déposition 
du témoin est dressé séance 
tenante et lecture en est donnée 
au témoin. Le témom peut y 
faire tels changements et addi- 
tions que bon lui semble et qui 
seront consignés a la suite de sa 
déposition. 

Lecture faite au témom de 
Vensemble de sa déposition, le té- 
moin est requis de signer. 


ARTICLE 29 


Les agents sont autorisés, au 
cours ou a la fin de Venquéte, a 
présenter par écrit a la Commis- 
sion et & l'autre Partie tels dires, 
réquisitions ou résumés de fait, 
qwils jugent utiles a la décou- 
verte de la vérité. 


ARTICLE 30 


Les délibérations de la Com- 
mission ont leu ad huis clos et 
restent secrétes. 

Toute décision est prise a la 
majorité des membres de la 
Commission. 

Le refus dun.membre de 
prendre part au vote doit étre 
constaté dans le procés-verbal. 


ARTICLE 31 


Les séances de la Commission 
ne sont publiques et les procés- 
verbaux et documents de Ten- 
quéte ne sont rendus publics 
quen vertu d'une décision de la 
Commission, prise avec Vassen- 
timent des Parties. 


PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES liii 


1899 


1907 


documents if the nature of the 
facts referred to necessitates their 
employment. 


ARTICLE 28 


A minute of the evidence of the 
witness is drawn up forthuith and 
read to the witness. The latter 
may make such alterations and 
additions as he thinks necessary, 
which will be recorded at the end 
of his statement. 

When the whole of his state- 
ment has been read to the witness, 
he is asked to sign tt. 


ARTICLE 29 


The agents are authorized, im 
the course of or at the close of 
the inquiry, to present m writing 
to the commission and to the 
other party such statements, 
requisitions, or summaries of the 
facts as they consider useful for 
ascertaining the truth. 


ARTICLE 30 


The commission considers its 
decisions in private and the pro- 
ceedings are secret. 

All questions are decided by a 
majority of the members of the 
commission, 

If a member declines to vote, 
the fact must be recorded in the 
minutes. 


ARTICLE 31 


The sittings of the commission 
are not public, nor the minutes 
and documents connected with 
the inquiry published except in 
virtue of a decision of the com- 
mission taken with the consent of 
the parties. 
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ARTICLE 13 
La Commission internationale 
d’enquéte présente aux Puis- 


sances en litige son rapport signé 
par tous les membres de la Com- 
mission. 


ARTICLE 14 


Le rapport de la Commission 
internationale d’enquéte, limité a 
la constatation des faits, n’a nulle- 
ment le caractere d’une Sentence 
arbitrale. I] laisse aux Puis- 
sances en litige une entiére 
liberté pour la suite a donner a 
cette constatation. 


Titre I1V.—De Lv’ ARBITRAGE IN- 
TERNATIONAL 


CuHapitreE I.—De la Justice 
arbitrale 


ARTICLE 15 


L’arbitrage international a pour 
objet le réglament de litiges entre 
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ARTICLE 32 


Les Parties ayant présenté tous 
les éclaircissements et preuves, 
tous les témoins ayant été enten- 
dus, le Président prononce la clé- 
ture de Venquéte et la Commis- 
sion sajourne pour délibérer et 
rédiger son rap port. 


ARTICLE 33 


Le rapport est signé par tous 
les membres de la Commission. 

Si un des membres refuse de 
signer, mention en est faite; le 
rapport reste néanmoins valable. 


ARTICLE 34 


Le rapport de la Commission 
est lu en séance publique, les 
agents et les conseils des Parties 
présents ou diiment appelés. 

Un exemplaire du rapport est 
remis & chaque Partie. 


ARTICLE 35 


Le rapport de la Commission, 
limité a la constatation des faits, 
n’a nullement le caractére d’une 
sentence arbitrale. I] laisse aux 
Parties une entiére liberté pour 
la suite a4 donner a cette consta- 
tation. . 
ARTICLE 36 


Chaque Partie supporte ses 
propres frais et une part égale 
des frais de la Commission. 


TitrE IV.—DeE v’ArRBITRAGE IN- 
TERNATIONAL 


CHAPITRE I.—De la Justice 
arbitrale 


ARTICLE 37 


L’arbitrage international a pour 
objet le réglement de litiges entre 
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ARTICLE 13 


The international commission 
of inquiry communicates its re- 
port to the conflicting Powers, 
signed by all the members of the 
commission. 


ARTICLE 14 


The report of the international 
commission of inquiry is limited 
to a statement of facts, and has 
in no way the character of an 
arbitral award. It leaves the 
conflicting Powers entire freedom 
as to the effect to be given to this 
statement. 


TitLE I1V.—On INTERNATIONAL 
ARBITRATION 
CuHapTerR I.—On the System of 
Arbitration 
ARTICLE 15 
International arbitration has 


for its object the settlement of 
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ARTICLE 32 


After the parties have pre- 
sented all the explanations and 
evidence, and the witnesses have 
all been heard, the president de- 
clares the inquiry terminated, and 
the commission adjourns to de- 
liberate and to draw up its re- 
port. 

ARTICLE 33 


The report is signed by all the 
members of the commission. 

If one of the members refuses 
to sign, the fact is mentioned; but 
the validity of the report 1s not 
affected. 

ARTICLE 34 


The report of the commission 
is read at a public sitting, the 
agents and counsel of the parties 
being present or duly summoned. 

A copy of the report is given to 
each party. 


ARTICLE 35 


The report of the commission 
is limited to a statement of facts, 
and has in no way the character 
of an award. It leaves to the 
parties entire freedom as to the 
effect to be given to the state- 
ment. 

ARTICLE 36 


Each party pays its own ex- 
penses and an equal share of the 
expenses incurred by the commis- 
sion, 

Part [V.—INTERNATIONAL 
ARBITRATION 


CuHapTER I.—The System of Arbi- 
tration 


ARTICLE 37 


International arbitration has for 
its object the settlement of dis- 
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les Etats par des juges de leur 
choix et sur la base du respect 
du droit. 


ARTICLE 16 


Dans les questions d’ordre juri- 
dique, et en premier lieu dans 
les questions d’interprétation ou 
d'application des Conventions in- 
ternationales, l’arbitrage est re- 
connu par les Puissances sig- 
nataires comme le moyen le 
plus efficace et en méme temps 
le plus équitable de régler les 
litiges qui n’ont pas été résolus 
par les voies diplomatiques. 


ARTICLE 17 


La Convention d’arbitrage est 
conclue pour des contestations 
déja nées ou pour des contesta- 
tions éventuelles. 

Elle peut, concerner tout litige 
ou seulement les litiges d’une 
catégorie déterminée. 


ARTICLE 18 


La Convention d’arbitrage im- 
plique l’engagement de se sou- 
mettre de bonne foi a la Sentence 
arbitrale.? 


1See footnote 1, opposite page. 
2See footnote 4, opposite page. 
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les Etats par des juges de leur 
choix et sur la base du respect 
du droit. 

Le recours a Varbitrage im- 
plique Vengagement de se sou- 
mettre de bonne foi a la sentence.* 


ARTICLE 38 


Dans les questions d’ordre juri- 
dique, et en premier lieu, dans 
les questions d’interprétation ou 
d’application des Conventions in- 
ternationales, l’arbitrage est re- 
connu par les Puissances contrac- 
tantes comme le moyen le plus 
efficace et en méme temps le 
plus équitable de régler les 
litiges qui n’ont pas été résolus 
par les voies diplomatiques. 

En conséquence, il serait dé- 
sirable que, dans les litiges sur 
les questions susmentionnées, les 
Pwuissances contractantes eussent, 
le cas échéant, recours a larbi- 
trage, em tant que les circon- 
stances le permettraient. 


ARTICLE 39 


La Convention d’arbitrage est 
conclue' pour des contestations 
déja nées ou pour des contesta- 
tions éventuelles. 

Elle peut concerner tout litige 
ou seulement les litiges d’une 
catégorie déterminée. 
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differences between States by 
judges of their own choice, and 
on the basis of respect for law. 


ARTICLE 16? 


In questions of a legal nature, 
and especially in the interpreta- 
tion or application of interna- 
tional conventions, arbitration is 
recognized by the signatory Pow- 
ers as the most effective, and at 
the same time the most equitable, 
means of settling disputes which 
diplomacy has failed to settle. 


ARTICLE 17? 


The arbitration convention is 
concluded for questions already 
existing or for questions which 
may arise eventually. 

It may embrace any dispute or 
only disputes of a certain cate- 


gory. 
ARTICLE 18 


The arbitration convention im- 
plies the engagement to submit 
loyally to the award.* 
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putes between States by judges of 
their own choice and on the basis 
of respect for law. 

Recourse to arbitration implies 
an engagement to submit in good 
faith to the award.t 


ARTICLE 38? 


In questions of a legal nature, 
and especially in the interpreta- 
tion or application of interna- 
tional conventions, arbitration. is 
recognized by the contracting 
Powers as the most effective, and, 
at the same time, the most equi- 
table means of settling disputes 
which diplomacy has failed to 
settle. 

Consequently, it would be dc- 
swrable that, in disputes about the 
above-mentioned questions, the 
contracting Powers should, if the 
case arose, have recourse to arbi- 
tration, in so far as circumstances 
permit. 


ARTICLE 39? 


The arbitration convention is 
concluded for questions already 
existing or. for questions which 
may arise eventually. 

It may embrace any dispute or 
only disputes of a certain cate- 


gory.® 


1Cf. Articles 18 and 31 of the 1899 Convention. _ 
2See the reservations of Roumania respecting Articles 16, 17 and 19 of the 
1899 Convention and the corresponding articles of the 1907 Convention, post, 


pp. ciii, cvi. 


8Chile also made a reservation respecting Article 39. 
4Cf. Article 37, paragraph 2, of the 1907 Convention. 
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ARTICLE 19 
Indépendamment des Traités 


généraux ou particuliers qui sti- 
pulent actuellement J’obligation 
du recours a l’arbitrage pour les 
Puissances signataires, ces Puis- 
sances se réservent de conclure, 


soit avant la ratification du 
présent Acte, soit postérieure- 
ment, des accords nouveaux, 


généraux ou particuliers, en vue 
d’étendre l’arbitrage obligatoire 
a tous les cas qu’Elles jugeront 
possible de lui soumettre. 


Cuapitre II.—De la Cour perma- 
nente d’arbitrage 


ARTICLE 20 


Dans le but de faciliter le re- 
cours immédiat a l’arbitrage pour 
les différends internationaux qui 
n’ont pu étre réglés par la voie 
diplomatique, les Puissances sig- 
nataires s’engagent a organiser 
une Cour permanente d’arbitrage, 
accessible en tout temps et fonc- 
tionnant, sauf stipulation con- 
traire des Parties, conformément 
aux Reégles de procédure in- 
sérées dans la présente Conven- 
tion. 


ARTICLE 21 


La Cour permanente sera com- 
pétente pour tous les cas d’arbi- 
trage, a moins qu’il n’y ait entente 
entre les Parties pour 1’établisse- 
ment d’une juridiction spéciale. 


ARTICLE 22 


Un Bureau international éta- 


1See footnote 2, opposite page. 
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ARTICLE 40 
Indépendamment des Traités 
généraux ou particuliers qui 
stipulent actuellement Jlobliga- 


tion du recours a l’arbitrage pour 
les Puissances contractantes, ces 
Puissances se réservent de con- 
clure des accords nouveaux, gé- 
néraux ou particuliers, en vue 
d’étendre J’arbitrage obligatoire 
a tous les cas qu’Elles jugeront 
possible de lui soumettre. 


CuapitreE II._—De la Cour perma- 
nente d’arbitrage 


ARTICLE 41 


Dans le but de faciliter le re- 
cours immédiat a l’arbitrage pour 
les différends internationaux qui 
n’ont pu étre réglés par la voie 
diplomatique, les Puissances con- 
tractantes sengagent a main- 
tenir, telle qwelle a été établie 
par la Premiére Conférence de la 
Paix, la Cour permanente d’arbi- 
trage, accessible en tout temps 
et fonctionnant, sauf stipulation 
contraire des Parties, conformé- 
ment aux Régles de procédure in- 
sérées dans la présente Conven- 
tion. 

ARTICLE 42 


La Cour permanente est com- 
pétente pour tous les cas d’arbi- 
trage, a moins qu’il n’y ait entente 
entre les Parties pour l’établisse- 
ment d’une juridiction spéciale. 


ARTICLE 43 


La Cour permanente a son 
siége a La Haye.? 
Un Bureau International sert 
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ARTICLE 191 


Independently of general or 
private treaties expressly stipu- 
lating recourse to arbitration as 
obligatory on the signatory Pow- 
ers, these Powers reserve to them- 
selves the right of concluding, 
either before the ratification of 
the present Act or later, new 
agreements, general or private, 
with a view to extending obliga- 
tory arbitration to all cases which 
they may consider it possible to 
submit to it. 


CHAPTER II.—On the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration 


ARTICLE 20 


With the object of facilitating 
an immediate recourse to arbitra- 
tion for international differences, 
which it has not been possible to 
settle by diplomacy, the signa- 
tory Powers undertake to organ- 
ize a Permanent Court of Arbi- 
tration, accessible at all times 
and operating, unless otherwise 
stipulated by the parties, in ac- 
cordance with the rules of pro- 
cedure inserted in the present 
Convention. 


ARTICLE 21 


The Permanent Court shall be 
competent for all arbitration 
cases, unless the parties agree to 
institute a special tribunal. 


ARTICLE 22 


An International Bureau, estab- 


1See footnote 2, ante, p. lvii. 
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ARTICLE 40! 


Independently of general or pri- 
vate treaties expressly stipulat- 
ing recourse to arbitration as obli- 
gatory on the contracting Powers, 
the said Powers reserve to them- 
selves the right of concluding new 
agreements, general or particu- 
lar, with a view to extending 
compulsory arbitration to all 
cases which they may consider it 
possible to submit to it. 


CuHapTerR IIl—The Permanent 
Court of Arbitration 


ARTICLE 41 


With the object of facilitating 
an immediate recourse to arbitra- 
tion for international differences, 
which it has not been possible to 
settle by diplomacy, the contract- 
ing Powers undertake to main- 
tain the Permanent Court of Ar- 
bitration, as established by the 
First Peace Conference, accessible 
at all times, and operating, unless 
otherwise stipulated by the par- 
ties, in accordance with the rules 
of procedure inserted in the pres- 
ent Convention. 


ARTICLE 42 
The Permanent Court ts compe- 
tent for all arbitration cases, un- 
less the parties agree to institute 
a special tribunal. 


ARTICLE 43 


The Permanent Court sits at 


The Hague.” 
An International Bureau serves 


2Cf. Article 25, paragraph 1, of the 1899 Convention. 
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bli a La Haye sert de greffe a la 
Cour. 

Ce Bureau est l’intermédiaire 
des communications relatives aux 
réunions de celle-ci. 

Il a la garde des archives et la 
gestion de toutes les affaires ad- 
ministratives. 

Les Puissances signataires s’en- 
gagent 4 communiquer au Bureau 
international de La Haye, une 
copie certifiée conforme de toute 
stipulation d’arbitrage  inter- 
venue entre elles et de toute 
sentence arbitrale les concernant 
et rendue par des juridictions 
spéciales. 

Elles s’engagent a communi- 
quer de méme au Bureau, les 
lois, réglements et documents 
constatant éventuellement 1’exé- 
cution des sentences rendues par 
la Cour. 

ARTICLE 23 


Chaque Puissance  signataire 
désignera, dans les trois mois qui 
suivront la ratification par elle du 
présente Acte, quatre personnes 
au plus, d’une compétence re- 
connue dans les questions de droit 
international, jouissant de la plus 
haute considération morale et 
disposées a accepter les fonctions 
d’arbitres. 

Les personnes ainsi désignées 
seront inscrites, au titre de mem- 
bres de la Cour, sur une liste qui 
sera notifiée a toutes les Puis- 
sances signataires par les soins du 
Bureau. 

Toute modification a la liste des 
Arbitres est portée, par les soins 
du Bureau, a la connaissance des 
Puissances signataires. 

Deux ou plusieurs Puissances 
peuvent s’entendre pour la désig- 
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de greffe a la. Cour; ad est lin- 
termédiaire des communications 
relatives aux réunions de celle-ci; 
il a la garde des archives et la 
gestion de toutes les affaires ad- 
ministratives. 


Les Puissances  contractantes 
s’engagent a communiquer au 
Bureau, aussitot que possible, une 
copie certifiée conforme de toute 
stipulation d’arbitrage intervenue 
entre Elles et de toute sentence 
arbitrale Les concernant et ren- 
due par des juridictions spéciales. 


Elles s’engagent a communi- 
quer de méme au Bureau les lois, 
réglements et documents consta- 
tant éventuellement 1’exécution 
des sentences rendues par la 
Cour. 

ARTICLE 44 


Chaque Puissance  contrac- 
tante désigne quatre personnes 
au plus, d’une compétence recon- 
nue dans les questions de droit 
international, jouissant de la plus 
haute considération morale et dis- 
posées a accepter les fonctions 
d’arbitres. 


Les personnes ainsi désignées 
sont inscrites, au titre de Mem- 
bres de la Cour, sur une liste qui 
sera notifiée a toutes les Puis- 
sances contractantes par les soins 
du Bureau. 

Toute modification a la liste des 
arbitres est portée, par les soins 
du Bureau, a la connaissance 
des Puissances contractantes. 

Deux ou plusieurs Puissances 
peuvent s’entendre pour la dé- 
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lished at The Hague, serves as 
record office for the Court. 

This Bureau is the channel for 
communications relative to the 
meetings of the Court. 

It has the custody of the 
archives and conducts all the 
administrative business. 

The signatory Powers under- 
take to communicate to the Inter- 
national Bureau at The Hague a 
duly certified copy of any con- 
ditions of arbitration arrived at 
between them, and of any award 
concerning them delivered by 
special tribunals. 


They undertake also to commu- 
nicate to the Bureau the laws, 
regulations, and documents 
eventually showing the execution 
of the awards given by the Court. 


ARTICLE 23 


Within the three months fol- 
lowing its ratification of the pres- 
ent Act, each signatory Power 
shall select four persons at the 
most, of known competency in 
questions of international law, 
of the highest moral reputation, 
and disposed to accept the duties 
of arbitrators. 


The persons thus selected shall 
be inscribed, as members of the 
Court, in a list which shall be 
notified by the Bureau to all the 
signatory Powers. 


Any alteration in the list of 
arbitrators is brought by the 
Bureau to the knowledge of the 
signatory Powers. 

Two or more Powers may agree 
on the selection in common of one 
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as registry for the Court. Jt is 
the channel for communications 
relative to the meetings of the 
Court; it has charge of the ar- 
chives and conducts all the ad- 
ministrative business. 


The contracting Powers under- 
take to communicate to the Bu- 
reau, as soon as possible, a certi- 
fied copy of any conditions of ar- 
bitration arrived at between them 
and of any award concerning 
them delivered by a special tri- 
bunal. 


They likewise undertake te 
communicate to the Bureau the 
laws, regulations, and documents 
eventually showing the execution 
of the awards given by the Court. 


ARTICLE 44 


Each contracting Power selects 
four persons at the most, of 
known competency in questions 
of international law, of the high- 
est moral reputation, and dis- 
posed to accept the duties of ar- 
bitrator. 


The persons thus selected are 
inscribed, as members of the 
Court, in a list which shall be no- 
tified to all the contracting Pow- 
ers by the Bureau. 


Any alteration in the list of 
arbitrators is brought by the 
Bureau to the knowledge of the 
contracting Powers. 

Two or more Powers may agree 
on the selection in common of one 
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nation en commun d’un ou de 
plusieurs membres. 

La méme personne peut étre 
désignée par des Puissances dif- 
férentes. 

Les membres de la Cour sont 
nommés pour un terme de six 
ans. Leur mandat peut étre 
renouvelé. 

En cas de décés ou de retraite 
d’un membre de la Cour, il est 
pourvu a son remplacement selon 
le mode fixé pour sa nomination. 


ARTICLE 24 


Lorsque les Puissances signa- 
taires veulent s’adresser a la Cour 
permanente pour le réglement 
d’un différend survenu entre elles, 
le choix des Arbitres appelés a 
former le Tribunal compétent 
pour statuer sur ce différend, 
doit étre fait dans la liste géné- 
rale des Membres de la Cour. 


A défaut de constitution du 
Tribunal arbitral par accord im- 
médiat des Parties, il est procédé 
de la maniére suivante: 

Chaque Partie nomme deux 
Arbitres et ceux-ci choisissent en- 
semble un Surarbitre. 


En cas de partage des voix, le 
choix de Surarbitre est confié a 
une Puissance tierce, désignée 
de commun accord par les 
Parties. 

Si l’accord ne s’établit pas a ce 
sujet, chaque Partie désigne une 
Puissance différente et le choix 
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signation en commun d’un ou de 
plusieurs Membres. 

La méme personne peut étre 
désignée par des Puissances dif- 
férentes. 

Les Membres de la Cour sont 
nommés pour un terme de six 
ans. Leur mandat peut étre 
renouvelé. 

En cas de décés ou de retraite 
d’un Membre de la Cour, il est 
pourvu a son remplacement selon 
le mode fixé pour sa nomina- 
tion, et pour wne nouvelle période 
de six ans. 


ARTICLE 45 


Lorsque les Puissances contrac- 
tantes veulent s’adresser a la 
Cour permanente pour le régle- 
ment d’un différend survenu en- 
tre Elles, le choix des arbitres 
appelés a former le Tribunal 
compétent pour statuer sur ce 
différend, doit étre fait dans la 
liste générale des Membres de la 
Cour. 

A défaut de constitution du 
Tribunal arbitral par l’accord .‘es 
Parties, il est procédé de 1a 
maniére suivante: 

Chaque Partie nomme deux 
arbitres, dont un seulement peut 
étre son national ou choisi parmi 
ceux qui ont été désignés par 
Elle comme Membres de la Cour 
permanente. Ces arbitres choi- 
sissent ensemble un surarbitre. 

En cas de partage des voix, le 
choix du surarbitre est confié a 
une Puissance tierce, désignée 
de commun accord par _ les 
Parties. 

Si Paccord ne s’établit pas a ce 
sujet, chaque Partie désigne une 
Puissance différente et le choix 


PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES 


1899 
or more members. 


The same person can be selected 
by different Powers. 


The members of the Court are 
appointed for a term of six years. 
Their appointments can be re- 
newed. 

In case of the death or retire- 
ment of a member of the Court, 
his place shall be filled in accord- 
ance with the method of his 
appointment. 


ARTICLE 24 


When the signatory Powers de- 
sire to have recourse to the Per- 
manent Court for the settlement 
of a difference that has arisen be- 
tween them, the arbitrators called 
upon to form the competent 
tribunal to decide this difference 
must be chosen from the general 
list of members of the Court. 


Failing the direct agreement of 
the parties on the composition of 
the arbitration tribunal, the fol- 
lowing course shall be pursued: 

Each party appoints two arbi- 
trators, and these together choose 
an umpire. 


If the votes are equal, the choice 
of the umpire is intrusted to a 
third Power, selected by the par- 
ties by common accord. 


If an agreement is not arrived 
at on this subject, each party se- 
lects a different Power, and. the 
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or more members. 


The same person can be selected 
by different Powers. 


The members of the Court are 
appointed for a term of six years. 
These appointments are renew- 
able. 

Should a member of the Court 
die or resign, the same procedure 
is followed for filling the vacancy 
as was followed for appointing 
him. Jn this case the appoint- 
ment 1s made for a fresh period of 
Six years. 


ARTICLE 45 


When the contracting Powers 
wish to have recourse to the Per- 
manent Court for the settlement 
of a difference which has arisen 
between them, the arbitrators 
called upon to form the tribunal 
with jurisdiction to decide this 
difference must be chosen from 
the general list of members of the 
Court. 

Failing the direct agreement of 
the parties on the composition of 
the arbitration tribunal, the fol- 
lowing course shall be pursued: 

Each party appoints two ar- 
bitrators, of whom one only can 
be its national or chosen from 
among the persons selected by it 
as members of the Permanent 
Court. These arbitrators together 
choose an umpire. 

If the votes are equally divided, 
the choice of the umpire is in- 
trusted to a third Power, selected 
by the parties by common accord. 


If an agreement is not arrived 
at on this subject each party se- 
lects a different Power, and the 
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du Surarbitre est fait de concert 
par les Puissances ainsi désignées. 


Le Tribunal étant ainsi com- 
posé, les Parties notifient au Bu- 
reau leur décision de s’adresser a 
la Cour et les noms des arbitres. 


Le Tribunal arbitral se réunit 
a la date fixée par les Parties. 


Les Membres de la Cour, dans 
l’exercice de leurs fonctions et en 
dehors de leur Pays, jouissent des 
priviléges et immunités diplo- 
matiques.’ 

ARTICLE 25 


Le Tribunal arbitral siége d’or- 
dinaire a La Haye. 

Le siége ne peut, sauf le cas de 
force majeure, étre changé par le 
Tribunal que de l’assentiment des 
Parties. 


ARTICLE 26 
Le Bureau international de La 


1See footnote on opposite page. 
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du surarbitre est fait de concert 
par les Puissances ainsi désigneées. 


Si, dans un délai de deux mois, 
ces deux Puissances wont pu 
tomber d’accord, chacune d’Elles 
présente deux candidats pris sur 
la liste des Membres de la Cour 
permanente, en  dehors des 
Membres désignés par les Parties 
et wétant les nationaux d’au- 
cune @ Elles. Le sort détermine 
lequel des  candidats ainsi 
présentés sera le surarbitre. 


ARTICLE 46 


Dés que le Tribunal est com- 
posé, les Parties notifient au 
Bureau leur deécision de s’ad- 
resser a la Cour, le texte de leur 
compromis, et les noms des 
arbitres. ; 

Le Bureau communique sans 
déla a chaque arbitre le com- 
promis et les noms des autres 
Membres du Tribunal. 

Le Tribunal se réunit a la date 
fixée par les Parties. Le Bureau 
pourvoit ad son installation. 

Les Membres du Tribunal, 
dans l’exercice de leurs fonctions 
et en dehors de leur pays, jouis- 
sent des priviléges et immunités 
diplomatiques. 


ARTICLE 47 


Le Bureau 


woe 


est autorisé 
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choice of the umpire is made in 
concert by the Powers thus se- 
lected. 


The tribunal being thus com- 
posed, the parties notify to the 
Bureau their determination to 
have recourse to the Court and 
the names of the arbitrators. 


The tribunal of arbitration as- 
sembles on the date fixed by the 
parties. 


The members of the Court, in 
the discharge of their duties and 
out of their own country, enjoy 
diplomatic privileges and immu- 
nities. 

ARTICLE 25 

The tribunal of arbitration has 
its ordinary seat at The Hague.’ 

Except in cases of necessity, 
the place of session can only be 
altered by the tribunal with the 
assent of the parties. 


ARTICLE 26 
The International Bureau at 
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choice of the umpire is made in 
concert by the Powers thus se- 
lected. 

If, within two months’ time, 
these two Powers can not come 
to an agreement, each of them 
presents two candidates taken 
from the list of members of the 
Permanent Court, exclusive of 
the members selected by the par- 
ties and not being nationals of 
either of them. Drawing lots 
determines which of the candi- 
dates thus presented shall be 
umpire, 

ARTICLE 46 


As soon as the tribunal is com- 
posed, the parties notify to the 
Bureau their determination to 
have recourse to the Court, the 
text of their compromis, and the 
names of the arbitrators. 

The Bureau communicates with- 
out delay to each arbitrator the 
compromis, and the names of the 
other members of the tribunal. 

The tribunal assembles at the 
date fixed by the parties. The 
Bureau makes the necessary ar- 
rangements for the meeting. 

The members of the tribunal, 
in the exercise of their duties and 
out of their own country, enjoy 
diplomatic privileges and immu- 
nities. 


ARTICLE 47 


The Bureau is authorized to 


1Cf. Article 43, paragraph 1, of the 1907 Convention. 
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Haye est autorisé a mettre ses 
locaux et son organisation a la 
disposition des Puissances signa- 
taires pour le fonctionnement de 
toute juridiction spéciale d’arbi- 
trage. 

La juridiction de la Cour per- 
manente peut étre étendue, dans 
les conditions prescrites par les 
Réglements, aux litiges existant 
entre des Puissances non signa- 
taires ou entre des Puissances 
signataires et des Puissances non 
signataires, si les Parties sont 
convenues de recourir a cette juri- 
diction. 


ARTICLE 27 


Les Puissances signataires con- 
sidérent comme un devoir, dans 
le cas ott un conflit aigu menace- 
rait d’éclater entre deux ou plu- 
sieurs d’entre Elles, de rappeler a 
celles-ci que la Cour permanente 
leur est ouverte. 

En conséquence, Elles décla- 
rent que le fait de rappeler aux 
Parties en conflit les dispositions 
de la présente Convention, et le 
conseil donné, dans J’intérét su- 
périeur de la paix, de s’adresser a 
la Cour permanente, ne peuvent 
étre considérés que comme actes 
de Bons Offices. 
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mettre ses locaux et son organisa- 
tion a la disposition des Puis- 
sances contractantes pour le 
fonctionnement de toute juri- 
diction spéciale d’arbitrage. 


La juridiction de la Cour per- 
manente peut étre étendue, dans 
les conditions prescrites par les 
réglements, aux litiges existant 
entre des Puissances non con- 
tractantes ou entre des Puis- 
sances contractantes et des Puis- 
sances non contractantes, si les 
Parties sont convenues de _ re- 
courir a cette juridiction. 


ARTICLE 48 


Les Puissances contractantes 
considérent comme un _ devoir, 
dans les cas ot un conflit aigu 
menacerait d’éclater entre deux 
ou plusieurs d’entre Elles, de rap- 
peler a celles-ci que la Cour per- 
manente leur est ouverte. 

En conséquence, Elles décla- 
rent que le fait de rappeler aux 
Parties en conflit les dispositions 
de la présente Convention, et le 
conseil donné, dans l’intérét su- 
périeur de la paix, de s’adresser a 
la Cour permanente, ne peuvent 
étre considérés que comme actes 
de bons offices. 

En cas de conflit entre deux 
Puissances, Pune d Elles pourra 
toujours adresser au Bureau In- 
ternational une note contenant sa 
déclaration quElle serait dis- 
posée a soumettre le différend a 
un arbitrage. 

Le Bureau devra porter aus- 
sit6t la déclaration & la connais- 
sance de l’autre Puissance. 
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The Hague is authorized to place 
its premises and its staff at the 
disposal of the signatory Powers 
for the operations of any special 
board of arbitration. 


The jurisdiction of the Perma- 
nent Court, may, within the con- 
ditions laid down in the regula- 
tions, be extended to disputes 
between non-signatory Powers, 
or between signatory Powers and 
non-signatory Powers, if the par- 
ties are agreed on recourse to 
this tribunal. 


ARTICLE 27 


The signatory Powers consider 
it their duty, if a serious dispute 
threatens to break out between 
two or more of them, to remind 
these latter that the Permanent 
Court is open to them. 

Consequently, they declare that 
the fact of reminding the con- 
flicting parties of the provisions 
of the present Convention, and 
the advice given to them, in the 
highest interests of peace, to 
have recourse to the Permanent 
Court, can only be regarded as 
friendly actions. 
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place its offices and staff at the 
disposal of the contracting Pow- 
ers for the use of any special 
board of arbitration. 


The jurisdiction of the Perma- 
nent Court may, within the con- 
ditions laid down in the regula- 
tions, be extended to disputes 
between non-contracting Powers 
or between contracting Powers 
and mnon-contracting Powers, if 
the parties are agreed on recourse 
to this tribunal. 


ARTICLE 48} 


The contracting Powers con- 
sider it their duty, if a serious 
dispute threatens to break out 
between two or more of them, to 
remind these latter that the Per- 
manent Court is open to them. 

Consequently, they declare that 
the fact of reminding the parties 
at variance of the prcvisions of 
the present Convention, and the 
advice given to them, in the high- 
est interests of peace, to have re- 
course to the Permanent Court, 
can only be regarded as friendly 
actions. 

In case of dispute between two 
Powers, one of them can always 
address to the International Bu- 
reau a note containing a declara- 
tion that it would be ready to sub- 
mit the dispute to arbitration. 


The Bureau must at once in- 
form the other Power of the dec- 
laration. 


1See the reservation of the United States on the subject of this article, post, 


p. cvi. 
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ARTICLE 28 


Un Conseil administratif per- 
manent, composé des représen- 
tants diplomatiques des Puis- 
sances signataires accrédités a La 
Haye et du Ministre des Affaires 
Etrangéres des Pays-Bas qui 
remplira les fonctions de Prési- 
dent, sera constitué dans cette 
ville le plus tot possible aprés la 
ratification du présent Acte par 
neuf Puissances au moins. 

Ce Conseil sera chargé d’étab- 
lir et d’organiser le Bureau in- 
ternational, lequel demeurera 
sous sa direction et sous son 
controle. 

Il notifiera aux Puissances la 
constitution de la Cour et pour- 
voira a l’installation de celle-ci. 

Il arrétera son réglement 
d’ordre ainsi que tous autres 
réglements nécessaires. 

Il décidera toutes les questions 
administratives qui  pourraient 
surgir touchant le fonctionne- 
ment de !2 Cour. 

Il aura tout pouvoir quant a la 
nomination, la suspension ou la 
révocation des fonctionnaires et 
employés du Bureau. 

Il fixera les traitements et sa- 
laires et contrdlera la dépense 
générale. | 

La présence de cinq membres 
dans les réunions dtiment con- 
voquées sufft pour permettre au 
Conseil de délibérer  valable- 
ment. Les décisions sont prises 
a la majorité des voix. 

Le Conseil communique sans 
délai aux Puissances signataires 
les réglements adoptés par lui. 
Il leur adresse chaque année un 
rapport sur les travaux de la 
Cour, sur le fonctionnement des 
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ARTICLE 49 


Le Conseil administratif per- 
manent, composé des Repré- 
sentants diplomatiques des Puis- 
sances contractantes accrédités 
a La Haye et du Ministre des 
Affaires Etrangéres des Pays-Bas, 
qui remplit les fonctions de 
Président, a la direction et le 


controle du Bureau International. 


Le Conseil arréte son régle- 
ment d’ordre ainsi que tous 
autres réglements nécessaires. 

Il décide toutes les questions 
administratives qui  pourraient 
surgir touchant le fonctionne- 
ment de la Cour. 

Il @ tout pouvoir quant a la 
nomination, la suspension ou la 
révocation des fonctionnaires et 
employés du Bureau. 

Il fixe les traitements et sa- 
laires, et contrdle la dépense gé- 
nérale. 

La présence de neuf membres 
dans les réunions diment con- 
voquées suffit pour permettre au 
Conseil de délibérer valable- 
ment. Les décisions sont prises 
a la majorité des voix. 

Le Conseil communique sans 
délai aux Puissances contrac- 
tantes les réglements adoptés par 
lui. Il Leur présente chaque 
année un rapport sur les travaux 
de la Cour, sur le fonctionnement 
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ARTICLE 28 


A Permanent Administrative 
Council, composed of the diplo- 
matic representatives of the sig- 
natory Powers accredited to The 
Hague and of the Netherland 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, who 
will act as president, shall be 
instituted in this town as soon as 
possible after the ratification of 
the present Act by at least nine 
Powers. 

This Council will be charged 
with the establishment and organ- 
ization of the International Bu- 
reau, which will be under its di- 
rection and control. 

It will notify to the Powers the 
constitution of the Court and 
will provide for its installation. 

It will settle its rules of pro- 
cedure and all other necessary 
regulations. 

It will decide all questions of 
administration which may arise 
with regard to the operations of 
the Court. 

It will have entire control over 
the appointment, suspension or 
dismissal of the officials and em- 
ployes of the Bureau. 

It will fix the payments and 
salaries, and control the general 
expenditure. 

At meetings duly summoned 
the presence of five members is 
sufficient to render valid the dis- 
cussions of the Council. The 
decisions are taken by a majority 
of votes. 

The Council communicates to 


the signatory Powers without 
delay the regulations adopted 
by it. It addresses to them an 


annual report on ‘the labors of 
the Court, the working of the 
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ARTICLE 49 


The Permanent Administrative 
Council, composed of the diplo- 
matic representatives of the con- 
tracting Powers accredited to The 
Hague and of the Netherland 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, who 
acts as president, is charged 
with the direction and control of 
the International Bureau. 


The Council settles its rules of 
procedure and all other necessary 
regulations. 

It decides all questions of ad- 
ministration which may arise with 
regard to the operations of the 
Court. 

It has entire control over the 
appointment, suspension, or dis- 
missal of the officials and em- 
ployes of the Bureau. 

It fixes the payments and sala- 
ries, and controls the general ex- 
penditure: 

At meetings duly summoned 
the presence of mine members is 
sufficient to render valid the dis- 
cussions of the Council. The de- 
cisions are taken by a majority of 
votes. 

The Council communicates to 
the contracting Powers without 
delay the regulations adopted by 
it. It presents to them an an- 
nual report on the labors of the 
Court, the working of the admin- 
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services administratifs et sur les 
dépenses. 


ARTICLE 29 


Les frais du Bureau seront sup- 
portés par les Puissances signa- 
taires dans la proportion établie 
pour le Bureau international de 
l'Union postale universelle. 


CHAPITRE III.—De la Procédure 
arbitrale 


ARTICLE 30 


En vue de favoriser le déve- 
loppement de l’arbitrage, les Puis- 
sances signataires ont arrété les 
régles suivantes qui seront appli- 
cables a la procédure arbitrale, en 
tant que les Parties ne sont pas 
convenues d’autres régles. 


ARTICLE 31 


Les Puissances qui recourent a 
larbitrage signent un Acte spé- 
cial (compromis) dans lequel sont 
nettement déterminés l’objet du 
litige ainsi que J’étendue des 
pouvoirs des arbitres. Cet Acte 
implique l’engagement des Par- 
ties de se soumettre de bonne foi 
a la sentence arbitrale.* 


1See footnote on opposite page. 
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des services administratifs et sur 
les dépenses. Le rapport con- 
tient également un résumé du 
contenu. essentiel des documents 
commumqués au Bureau par 
les Puissances en vertu de 
Varticle 43 alinéas 3 et 4. 


ARTICLE 50 


Les frais du Bureau seront 
supportés par les Puissances con- 
tractantes dans la proportion 
établie pour le Bureau interna- 
tional de l'Union postale uni- 
verselle. 

Les frais a la charge des Puts- 
sances adhérentes seront comptés 
a partir du jour ou leur adhésion 
produit ses effets. 


CuHAPITRE III].—De la Procédure 
arbitrale 


ARTICLE 51 


En vue de favoriser le déve- 
loppement de l’arbitrage, les Puis- 
sances contractantes ont arrété 
les régles suivantes qui sont ap- 
plicables a la procédure arbitrale, 
en tant que les Parties ne sont pas 
convenues d’autres régles. 


ARTICLE 52 


Les Puissances qui recourent 
a Varbitrage signent un com- 
promis dans lequel sont déter- 
minés l’objet du litige, Je délai 
de nomination des arbitres, la 
forme, Vordre et les délais dans 
lesquels la communication visée 
par Varticle 63 devra étre faite, 
et le montant de la somme que 
chaque Partie aura a@ déposer 
a titre d’avance pour les frais. 

Le compromis détermine égale- 
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administration, and the expendi- 
ture. 


ARTICLE 29 


The expenses of the Bureau 
shall be borne by the signatory 
Powers in the proportion fixed 
for the Internationa! Bureau of 
the Universal Postal Union. 


CuHaptTerR II].—On Arbitral Pro- 
cedure 


ARTICLE 30 


With a view to encourage the 
development of arbitration, the 
signatory Powers have agreed on 
the following rules which shall 
be applicable to arbitral proce- 
dure, unless other rules have been 
agreed on by the parties. 


ARTICLE 31 


The Powers who have recourse 
to arbitration sign a special act 
(compromis), in which the sub- 
ject of the difference is clearly 
defined, as well as the extent of 
the arbitrators’ powers. This act 
implies the undertaking of the 
parties to submit loyally to the 
award." 
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istration, and the expenditure. 
The report likewise contains a 
résumé of what is important in 
the documents communicated to 
the Bureau by the Powers in vir- 
tue of Article 43, paragraphs 3 
and 4. 


ARTICLE 50 


The expenses of the Bureau 
shall be borne by the contracting 
Powers in the proportion fixed for 
the International Bureau of the 
Universal Postal Union. 


The expenses to be charged to 
the adhering Powers shall be reck- 
oned from the date on which their 
adhesion comes into force. 


Cuapter II].—Arbitration 
Procedure 


ARTICLE 51 


With a view to encouraging the 
development of arbitration, the 
contracting Powers have agreed 
on the following rules, which are 
applicable to arbitration proce- 
dure, unless other rules have been 
agreed on by the parties. 


ARTICLE 52 


The Powers which have re- 
course to arbitration sign a com- 
promis, in which the subject of 
the dispute is clearly defined, the 
time allowed for appointing arbi- 
trators, the form, order, and time 
in which the commumcation re- 
ferred to in Article 63 must be 
made, and the amount of the sum 
which each party must deposit in 
advance to defray the expenses. 

The compromis likewise de- 


1Cf, Article 37, paragraph 2, of the 1907 Convention. 
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ment, sil y a lieu, le mode de 
nomination des arbitres, tous 
pouvoirs spéciaux éventuels du 
Tribunal, son siége, la langue 
dont il fera usage et celles dont 
Vemploi sera autorisé devant lui, 
et généralement toutes les con- 
ditions dont les Parties sont con- 
Venues. 


ARTICLE 53 


La Cour permanente est com- 
pétente pour VTétablissement du 
compromis, st les Parties sont 
daccord pour sen remettre a 
elle. 

Elle est également compétente, 
méme si la demande est faite 
seulement par lune des Parties, 
aprés quun accord par la voie 
diplomatique a été vainement 
essayé, quand i s’agit: 

I°. d'un différend rentrant dans 
un Traité @arbitrage général con- 
clu ou renouvelé aprés la mise en 
vigueur de cette Convention et qui 
prévoit pour chaque différend 
un compromis et wexclut pour 
Vétablissement de ce dernier m 
explicitement ni implicitement la 
compétence de la Cour. Toute- 
fois, le recours a la Cour n'a pas 
lieu si Pautre Partie déclare qu’a 
son avis le différend wappartient 
pas a la catégorie des différends 
a& soumettre a un arbitrage obli- 
gatoire, a@ moms que le Traité 
darbitrage ne confere au Tri- 
bunal arbitral le pouvoir de 
décider cette question préalable; 

2°. d'un différend provenant de 
dettes contractuelles réclamées a 
une Putssance par une autre 
Putssance comme dues a ses 
nationaux, et pour la solution 
duquel Voffre darbitrage a été 


os 
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fines, if there is occasion, the man- 
ner of appointing arbitrators, any 
Special powers which may eventu- 
ally belong to the tribunal, where 
it shall meet, the language it shall 
use, and the languages the em- 
ployment of which shall be author- 
ized before tt, and, generally 
speaking, all the conditions on 
which the parties are agreed. 


ARTICLE 531 


The Permanent Court is compe- 
tent to settle the compromis, if 
the parties are agreed to have re- 
course to it for the purpose. 

It is similarly competent, even 
if the request is only made by one 
of the parties, when all attempts 
to reach an understanding through 
the diplomatic channel have 
failed, in the case of— 

I. A dispute covered by a gen- 
eral treaty of arbitration con- 
cluded or renewed after the pres- 
ent Convention has come into 
force, and providing for a com- 
promis in all disputes and not 
either explicitly or implicitly ex- 
cluding the settlement of the 
compromis from the competence 
of the Court. Recourse can not, 
however, be had to the Court if 
the other party declares that in tts 
opinion the dispute does not be- 
long to the category of disputes 
which can be submitted to compul- 
sory arbitration, unless the treaty 
of arbitration confers upon the ar- 
bitration tribunal the power of de- 
ciding this preliminary question. 

2. A dispute arising from con- 
tract debts claimed from one 
Power by another Power as due to 
its nationals, and for the settle- 
ment of which the offer of arbi- 


1See the reservations of this article, post, pp. cv. et seq. 
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ARTICLE 32 


Les fonctions arbitrales peu- 
vent étre conférées a un arbitre 
unique ou a plusieurs arbitres 
désignés par les Parties a leur 
gré, ou choisis par Elles parmi 
les membres de la Cour per- 
manente d’arbitrage établie par 
le présent Acte. 

A défaut de constitution du 
Tribunal par l’accord immédiat 
des Parties, il est procédé de la 
maniére suivante: 


Chaque Partie nomme deux 
arbitres et ceux-ci choisissent en- 
semble un surarbitre. 

En cas de partage des voix, le 
choix de surarbitre est confié a 
une Puissance tierce, désignée de 
commun accord par les Parties. 

Si l'accord ne s’établit pas a ce 
sujet, chaque Partie désigne une 
Puissance différente et le choix 
du surarbitre est fait de concert 
par les Puissances ainsi dé- 
signées. 


THE HAGUE CONVENTIONS OF 1899 AND 1907 FOR THE 


1907 


acceptée. Cette disposition west 
pas applicable si lacceptation a 
été subordonnée a la condition 
que le compromis soit établi 
selon un autre mode. 


ARTICLE 54 


Dans les cas prévus par Varticle 
précédent, le compromis sera 
établi par une commission com- 
posée de cinq membres désignés 
de la mameére prévue a Varticle 
45 alinéas 3 a 6. 


Le cinquieéme membre est de 
droit Président de la commission. 


ARTICLE 55 


Les fonctions arbitrales peu- 
vent étre conférées a un arbitre 
unique ou a plusieurs arbitres 
désignés par les Parties a leur 
gré, ou choisis par Elles parmi 
les Membres de la Cour per- 
manente d’arbitrage établie par 
la présente Convention. 

A défaut de constitution du 
Tribunal par l’accord des Par- 
ties, il est procédé de la maniére 
indiquée a Tarticle 45 alinéas 
2 F010 
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ARTICLE 32 


The duties of arbitrator may 
be conferred on one arbitrator 
alone or on several arbitrators 
selected by the parties as they 
please, or chosen by them from 
the members of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration established 
by the present Act. 

Failing the constitution of the 
tribunal by direct agreement be- 
tween the parties, the following 
course is pursued: 


Each party appoints two arbi- 
trators, and these latter together 
choose an umpire. 

In case of equal voting, the 
choice of the umpire is intrusted 
to a third Power, selected by the 
parties by common accord. 

If no agreement is arrived at 
on this subject, each party selects 
a different Power, and the choice 
of the umpire is made in concert 
by the Powers thus selected. 


1Japan made reservation of Article 54. 
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tration has been accepted. This 
arrangement is not applicable tf 
acceptance is subject to the cond1- 
tion that the compromis should 
be settled in some other way. 


ARTICLE 541 


In the cases contemplated in 
the preceding article, the com- 
promis shall be settled by a com- 
mission consisting of five mem- 
bers selected im the manner ar- 
ranged for m Article 45, para- 
graphs 3 to 0. 

The fifth member is president 
of the commission ex officio. 


ARTICLE 55 


The duties of arbitrator may be 
conferred on one arbitrator alone 
or on several arbitrators selected 
by the parties as they please, or 
chosen by them from the mem- 
bers of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration established by the 
present Convention. 

Failing the constitution of the 
tribunal by direct agreement be- 
tween the parties, the course re- 
ferred to in Article 45, paragraphs 
3 to 6 is pursued. 
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ARTICLE 33 


Lorsqu’un Souverain ou wun 
Chef d’Etat est choisi pour ar- 
bitre, la procédure arbitrale est 
réglée par Lui. 


ARTICLE 34 


Le surarbitre est de droit Pré- 
sident du Tribunal. 

Lorsque le Tribunal ne com- 
prend pas de surarbitre, il nomme 
lui-méme son président. 


ARTICLE 35 


En cas de décés, de démission 
ou d’empéchement, pour quelque 
cause que ce soit, de l’un des ar- 
bitres, il est pourvu a son rem- 
placement selon le mode fixé pour 
sa nomination. 


ARTICLE 36 


Le siége du Tribunal est 
désigné par les Parties. A dé- 
faut de cette désignation, le 
Tribunal siége a La Haye. 


Le siége ainsi fixé ne peut, 
sauf le cas de force majeure, étre 
changé par le Tribunal que de 
l’assentiment des Parties. 
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ARTICLE 56 


Lorsqu’un Souverain ou un 
Chef d’Etat est choisi pour ar- 
bitre, la procédure arbitrale est 
réglée par Lui. 


ARTICLE 57 


Le surarbitre est de droit Pré- 
sident du Tribunal. 

Lorsque le Tribunal ne com- 
prend pas de surarbitre, il nomme 
lui-méme son Président. 


ARTICLE 58 


En cas d’établissement du com- 
promis par une commission, telle 
quelle est visée a Varticle 54, 
et sauf stipulation contraire, la 
commission elle méme formera 


le Tribunal d’ arbitrage. 


ARTICLE 59 


En cas de décés, de démission 
ou d’empéchement, pour quelque 
cause que ce soit, de l’un des 
arbitres, il est pourvu a son rem- 
placement selon le mode fixé 
pour sa nomination. 


ARTICLE 60 


A défaut de désignation par 
les Parties, le Tribunal siége a 
La Haye. 


Le Tribunal ne peut siéger sur 
le territoire d'une tierce Puis- 
sance quavec lassentiment de 
celle-ci. 

Le siége une fois fixé ne peut 
étre changé par le Tribunal 
qu’avec l’assentiment des Parties. 


ARTICLE 61 
Si le compromis n’a pas déter- 
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ARTICLE 33 


When a sovereign or the chief 
of a State is chosen as arbitra- 
tor, the arbitral procedure is set- 
tled by him. 


ARTICLE 34 
The umpire is by right presi- 
dent of the tribunal. 
When the tribunal does not 
include an umpire, it appoints 
its own president. 


ARTICLE 35 


In case of the death, retire- 
ment, or disability from any cause 
of one of the arbitrators, his 
place shall be filled in accordance 
with the method of his appoint- 
ment. 


ARTICLE 36 


The tribunal’s place of session 
is selected by the parties. Fail- 
ing this selection the tribunal 
sits at The Hague. 


The place thus fixed can not, 
except in case of necessity, be 
changed by the tribunal without 
the assent of the parties. 
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ARTICLE 56 


When a sovereign or the chief 
of a State is chosen as arbitrator, 
the arbitration procedure is set- 
tled by him. 


ARTICLE 57 


The umpire is president of the 
tribunal ex officio. 

When the tribunal does not in- 
clude an umpire, it appoints its 
own president. 


ARTICLE 58 


When the compromis is set- 
tled by a commission, as contem- 
plated in Article 54, and in the ab- 
sence of an agreement to the con- 
trary, the commission itself shall 
form the arbitration tribunal. 


ARTICLE 59 


Should one of the arbitrators 
either die, retire, or be unable for 
any reason whatever to discharge 
his functions, the same procedure 
is followed for filling the vacancy 
as was followed for appointing 
him. 

ARTICLE 60 

The tribunal sits at The Hague 
unless some other place is se- 
lected by the parties. 


The tribunal can only sit in the 
territory of a third Power with 
the latter’s consent. 


The place of meeting once fixed 
can not be altered by the tribunal, 
except with the consent of the 
parties. 


ARTICLE 61 
If the question as to what lan- 
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ARTICLE 37 


Les Parties ont le droit de nom- 
mer auprés du Tribunal des Dé- 
légués ou agents spéciaux, avec 
la mission de servir d’intermédi- 
aires entre Elles et le Tribunal. 

Elles sont en outre autorisées a 
charger de la défense de leurs 
d-oits et intéréts devant le Tri- 
bunal, des conseils ou avocats 
nommeés par Elles a cet effet. 


ARTICLE 38 


Le Tribunal décide du choix 
des langues dont il fera usage et 
dont l’emploi sera autorisé de- 
vant lui.? 


ARTICLE 39 


La procédure arbitrale com- 
prend en régle générale deux 
phases distinctes: l’instruction et 
les débats. 

L’instruction consiste dans la 
communication faite par les 
Agents respectifs, aux membres 
du Tribunal et a la Partie ad- 
verse, de tous actes imprimés 
ou écrits et de tous documents 
contenant les moyens invoqués 
dans la cause. Cette communi- 
cation aura lieu dans la forme 


1See footnote 1, opposite page. 
2See footnote 2, opposite page. 
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miné les langues a employer, il en 
est décidé par le Tribunal.* 


ARTICLE 62 


Les Parties ont le droit de nom- 
mer auprés du Tribunal des 
agents spéciaux, avec la mission 
de servir d’intermédiaires entre 
Elles et le Tribunal. 

Elles sont en outre autorisées a 
charger de la défense de leurs 
droits et intéréts devant le Tri- 
bunal, des conseils ou avocats 
nommés par Elles a cet effet. 


Les Membres de la Cour per- 
manente ne peuvent exercer les 
fonctions dagents, conseils oun 
avocats, quen faveur de la Pus- 
sance qui les a nommés Membres 
dela Cour. . 


ARTICLE 63 


La procédure arbitrale com- 
prend en régle générale deux 


phases. distinctes: instruction 
écrite et les débats. 
L’instruction écrite consiste 


dans la communication faite par 
les agents respectifs, aux mem- 
bres du Tribunal et a la Partie 
adverse, des mémoires, des con- 
tre-mémoires, et, au besoin, des 
répliques; les Parties y joignent 
toutes piéces et documents in- 
voqués dans la cause. Cette 
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ARTICLE 37 


The parties have the right to 
appoint delegates or special agents 
to attend the tribunal, for the pur- 
pose of serving as intermediaries 
between them and the tribunal. 

They are further authorized to 
retain, for the defense of their 
rights and interests before the 
tribunal, counsel or advocates ap- 
pointed by them for this purpose. 


ARTICLE 38 


The tribunal decides on the 
choice of languages to be used 
by itself, and to be authorized 
for use before it.? 


ARTICLE 39 


As a general rule the arbitral 
procedure comprises two distinct 
phases: pleadings and oral dis- 
cussions. 

Preliminary examination con- 
sists in the communication by the 
respective agents to the members 
of the tribunal and to the oppo- 
site party of all printed or written 
acts and of all documents contain- 
ing the arguments invoked in the 
case. This communication shall 
be made in the form and within 


1Cf. Article 38 of the 1899 Convention. 
2Cf. Article 61 of the 1907 Convention. 
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guages are to be used has not 
been settled by the compromis, it 
shall be decided by the tribunal.? 


ARTICLE 62 


The parties are entitled to ap- 
point special agents to attend the 
tribunal to act as intermediaries 
between themselves and the tri- 
bunal. 

They are further authorized to 
retain for the defence of their 
rights and interests before the 
tribunal counsel or advocates 
appointed by themselves for this 
purpose. 

The members of the Permanent 
Court may not act as agents, 
counsel, or advocates except on 
behalf of the Power which ap- 
pointed them members of the 
Court. 


ARTICLE 63 


As a general rule, arbitration 
procedure comprises two distinct 
phases: written pleadings and oral 
discussions. 

The pleadings consist in the 
communication by the respective 
agents to the members of the tri- 
bunal and the opposite party of 
cases, counter-cases, and, if nec- 
essary, of replies; the parties an- 
nex thereto all papers and docu- 
ments called for in the case. This 
communication shall be made 
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et dans les délais déterminés 
parle Tribunal en vertu de 
l’article 49. 


Les débats consistent dans le 
développement oral des moyens 
des Parties devant le Tribunal. 


ARTICLE 40 


Toute piéce produite par l’une 
des Parties doit étre communi- 
quée a l’autre Partie. 


ARTICLE 41 


Les débats sont dirigés par [le] 
Président. 

Ils ne sont publics qu’en vertu 
d’une décision du Tribunal, prise 
avec l’assentiment des Parties. 

Ils sont consignés dans les pro- 
cés-verbaux rédigés par des Sec- 
rétaires que nomme le Président. 
Ces procés-verbaux ont seuls ca- 
ractere authentique. 


ARTICLE 42 


L’instruction étant close, le 
Tribunal a le droit d’écarter du 
débat tous actes ou documents 
nouveaux qu’une des_ Parties 
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communication aura lieu, directe- 
ment ou par Tlintermédiaire du 
Bureau International, dans I’ ordre 
et dans les délais déterminés par 
le compromis. 

Les délms fixés par le com- 
promis pourront étre prolongés 
de commun accord par _ les 
Parties, ou par le Tribunal 
quand i le juge nécessaire pour 
arriver a une décision juste. 

Les débats consistent dans le 
développement oral des moyens 
des Parties devant le Tribunal. 


ARTICLE 64 


Toute piéce produite par l’une 
des Parties doit étre communi- 
quée, en copie certifiée conforme, 
a lautre Partie. 


ARTICLE 65 


A mois de circonstances spé- 
ciales, le Tribunal ne se réunit 
quwaprés la cléture de linstruc- 
tion. 


ARTICLE 66 


Les débats sont dirigés par le 
Président. 

Ils ne sont publics qu’en vertu 
dune décision du Tribunal, prise 
avec l’assentiment des Parties. 

Ils sont consignés dans des pro- 
cés-verbaux rédigés par des sec- 
rétaires que nomme le Président. 
Ces procés-verbaux sont signés 
par le Président et par un des 
secrétaires; tls ont seuls caractére 
authentique. 


ARTICLE 67 


L’instruction étant close, le 
Tribunal a le droit d’écarter du 
débat, tous actes ou documents 
nouveaux qu'une des _ Parties 
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the periods fixed by the tribunal 
in accordance with Article 49. 


Discussion consists in the oral 
development before the tribunal 
of the arguments of the parties. 


ARTICLE 40. 


Every document produced by 
one party must be communicated 
to the other party. 


ARTICLE 41 


The discussions are under the 
direction of the president. 

They are only public if it be so 
decided by the tribunal, with the 
assent of the parties. 

They are recorded in the procés- 
verbaux drawn up by the secre- 
taries appointed by the president. 
These procés-verbaux alone have 
an authentic character. 


ARTICLE 42 


When the preliminary exami- 
nation is concluded, the tribunal 
has the right to refuse discussion 
of all fresh acts or documents 
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either directly or through the in- 
termediary of the International 
Bureau, in the order and within 
the time fixed by the com- 
promis. 

The time fixed by the com- 
promis may be extended by mutual 
agreement by the parties, or by 
the tribunal when the latter con- 
siders it necessary for the purpose 
of reaching a just decision. 

The discussions consist in the 
oral development before the tri- 
bunal of the arguments of the 
parties. 


ARTICLE 64 


A certified copy of every docu- 
ment produced by one party must 
be communicated to the other 


party. 


ARTICLE 65 


Unless special circumstances 
arise, the tribunal does not meet 
until the pleadings are closed. 


ARTICLE 66 


The discussions are under the 
control of the president. 

They are only public if it be so 
decided by the tribunal, with the 
assent of the parties. 

They are recorded in minutes 
drawn up by the secretaries ap- 
pointed by the president. These 
minutes are signed by the presi- 
dent and by one of the secretaries 
and alone have an _ authentic 
character. 


ARTICLE 67 


After the close of the pleadings, 
the tribunal is entitled to refuse 
discussion of all new papers or 
documents which one of the par- 
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voudrait lui soumettre sans le 
consentement de |’autre. 


ARTICLE 43 


Le Tribunal demeure libre de 
prendre en considération les actes 
ou documents nouveaux sur les- 
quels les agents ou conseils des 
Parties appelleraient son atten- 
tion. 

En ce cas, le Tribunal a le 
droit de requérir la production 
de ces actes ou documents, sauf 
Vobligation d’en donner con- 
naissance a la Partie adverse. 


ARTICLE 44 


Le Tribunal peut, en outre, 
requérir des agents des Parties la 
production de tous actes et de- 
mander toutes explications néces- 
saires. En cas de refus, le Tri- 
bunal en prend acte. 


ARTICLE 45 


Les agents et les conseils des 
Parties sont autorisés a présenter 
oralement au Tribunal tous les 
moyens qu’ils jugent utiles a la 
défense de leur cause. 


ARTICLE 46 


Ils ont le droit de soulever des 
exceptions et incidents. Les dé- 
cisions du Tribunal sur ces points 
sont définitives et ne peuvent don- 
ner lieu a aucune discussion ulté- 
rieure. 


ARTICLE 47 


Les Membres du Tribunal ont 
le droit de poser des questions 
aux agents et aux conseils des 
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voudrait lui soumettre sans le 
consentement de l’autre. 


ARTICLE 68 


Le Tribunal demeure libre de 
prendre en considération les actes 
ou documents nouveaux sur les- 
quels les agents ou conseils des 
Parties appelleraient son atten- 
tion. 

En:.ce cas, le. Tribunal,ale 
droit de requérir la production 
de ces actes ou documents, sauf 
Vobligation d’en donner  con- 
naissance a la Partie adverse. 


ARTICLE 69 


Le Tribunal peut, en outre, 
requérir des agents des Parties la 
production de tous actes et de- 
mander toutes explications néces- 
saires. En cas de refus, le Tri- 
bunal en prend acte. 


ARTICLE 70 


Les agents et les conseils des 
Parties sont autorisés a présenter 
oralement au Tribunal tous les 
moyens qu’ils jugent utiles a la 
défense de leur cause. 


ARTICLE 71 


Ils ont le droit de soulever des 
exceptions et des incidents. Les 
décisions du Tribunal sur ces 
points sont définitives et ne peu- 
vent donner lieu a aucune discus- 
sion ultérieure. 


ARTICLE 72 


Les Membres du Tribunal ont 
le droit de poser des questions 
aux agents et aux conseils des 
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which one party may desire to 
submit to it without the consent 
of the other party. 


ARTICLE 43 


The tribunal is free to take 
into consideration fresh acts or 
documents to which its attention 
may be drawn by the agents or 
counsel of the parties. 

In this case, the tribunal has 
the right to require the production 
of these acts or documents, but 
is obliged to make them known to 
the opposite party. 


ARTICLE 44 


The tribunal can, besides, re- 
quire from the agents of the par- 
ties the production of all acts, 
and can demand all necessary 
explanations. In case of refusal, 
the tribunal takes note of it. 


ARTICLE 45 


The agents and counsel of the 
parties are authorized to present 
orally to the tribunal all the ar- 
guments they may think expedi- 
ent in defense of their case. 


ARTICLE 46 


They have the right to raise 
objections and points. The de- 
decisions of the tribunal on those 
points are final, and can not form 
the subject of any subsequent 
discussion. 


ARTICLE 47 


The members of the tribunal 
have the right to put questions to 
the agents and counsel of the par- 
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ties may wish to submit to it 
without the consent of the other 


party. 


ARTICLE 68 


The tribunal is free to take into 
consideration new papers or docu- 
ments to which its attention may 
be drawn by the agents or counsel 
of the parties. 

In this case, the tribunal has 
the right to require the production 
of these papers or documents, but 
is obliged to make them known to 
the opposite party. 


ARTICLE 69 


The tribunal can, besides, re- 
quire from the agents of the par- 
ties the production of all papers, 
and can demand all necessary 
explanations. In case of refusal 
the tribunal takes note of it. 


ARTICLE 70 


The agents and the counsel of 
the parties are authorized to pre- 
sent orally to the tribunal all the 
arguments they may _ consider 
expedient in defense of their case. 


ARTICLE 71 


They are entitled to raise ob- 
jections and points. The decisions 
of the tribunal on these points are 
final and can not form the subject 
of any subsequent discussion. 


ARTICLE 72 


The members of the tribunal 
are entitled to put questions to 
the agents and counsel of the par- 
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Parties et de leur demander des 
éclaircissements sur les _ points 


douteux. 

Ni les questions posées, ni les 
observations faites par les Mem- 
bres du Tribunal pendant le 
cours des débats ne peuvent étre 
regardées comme |’expression des 
opinions du Tribunal en général 
ou de ses membres en particulier. 


ARTICLE 48 


Le Tribunal est autorisé a de- 
terminer sa compétence en inter- 
prétant le compromis ainsi que 
les autres traités qui peuvent étre 
invoqués dans la matiére, et en 
appliquant les principes du droit 
international. 


ARTICLE 49 


Le Tribunal ‘a le droit © de 
rendre des ordonnances de pro- 
cédure pour la direction du 
proces, de déterminer les formes 
et délais dans lesquels chaque 
Partie devra prendre ses con- 
clusions et de procéder a toutes 
les formalités que comporte 
l’administration des preuves. 
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Parties et de leur demander des 
éclaircissements sur les points 


douteux. 

Ni les questions posées, ni les 
observations faites par les mem- 
bres du Tribunal pendant le 
cours des débats ne peuvent étre 
regardées comme |’expression des 
opinions du Tribunal en général 
ou de ses membres en particulier. 


ARTICLE../3 


Le Tribunal est autorisé a dé- 
terminer sa compétence en inter- 
prétant le compromis ainsi que 
les autres actes et documents qui 
peuvent étre invoqués dans la 
matiére, et en appliquant les 
principes du droit. 


ARTICLE 74 


Le Tribunal a le droit de 
rendre des ordonnances de pro- 
cédure pour la _ direction du 
procés, de déterminer les formes, 
Vordre et les délais dans lesquels 
chaque Partie devra prendre ses 
conclusions finales, et de procéder 


a toutes les formalités que 
comporte l’administration des 
preuves. 


ARTICLE 75 


Les Parties sengagent a four- 
nir au Tribunal, dans la plus large 
mesure qwElles jugeront pos- 
sible, tous les moyens néces- 
satires pour la décision du litige. 


ARTICLE 76 


Pour toutes les notifications 
que le Tribunal aurait a faire sur 
le territoire d’un tierce Puissance 
contractante, le Tribunal s’adres- 
sera directement au Gouverne- 
ment de cette Puissance. . Il en 
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ties, and to demand explanations 
from them on doubtful points. 


Neither the questions put nor 
the remarks made by members of 
the tribunal during the discus- 
sions can be regarded as an ex- 
pression of opinion by the tri- 
bunal in general, or by its mem- 
bers in particular. 


ARTICLE 48 


The tribunal is authorized to 
declare its competence in inter- 
preting the compromis as well as 
the other treaties which may be 
invoked in the case, and in apply- 
ing the principles of international 
law. 


ARTICLE 49 


The tribunal has the right to 
issue rules of procedure for the 
conduct of the case, to decide the 
forms and periods within which 
each party must conclude its ar- 
guments, and to arrange all the 
formalities required for dealing 
with the evidence. 
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ties, and to ask them for explana- 
tions on doubtful points. 


Neither the questions put, nor 
the remarks made by members of 
the tribunal in the course of the 
discussions, can be regarded as 
an expression of opinion by the 
tribunal in general or by its mem- 
bers in particular. 


ARTICLE 73 


The tribunal is authorized to 
declare its competence in inter- 
preting the compromis, as well as 
the other papers and documents 
which may be invoked, and in ap- 
plying the principles of law. 


ARTICLE 74 


The tribunal is entitled to issue 
rules of procedure for the conduct 
of the case, to decide the forms, 
order, and time in which each 
party must conclude its final argu- 
ments, and to arrange all the for- 
malities required for dealing with 
the evidence. 


ARTICLE 75 


The parties undertake to sup- 
ply the tribunal, as fully as they 
consider possible, with all the in- 
formation required for deciding 
the case, 


ARTICLE 76 


For all notices which the tn- 
bunal has to serve in the territory 
of a third contracting Power, the 
tribunal shall apply direct to the 
Government of that Power. The 
same rule applies in the case of 
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ARTICLE 50 


Les agents et les conseils des 
Parties ayant présenté tous les 
éclaircissements et preuves a 
Vappui de leur cause, le Président 
prononce la cloture des débats. 


ArTICLE 51 


Les délibérations du Tribunal 
ont lieu a huis clos. Toute décision 
est prise a la majorité des Mem- 
bres du Tribunal. 


Le refus d’un Membre de 
prendre part au vote doit étre 
constaté dans le procés-verbal. 


ARTICLE 52 


BY 


La sentence arbitrale, votée a 
la majorité des voix, est motivée. 
Elle est rédigée par écrit et 
signée par chacun des membres 
du Tribunal. 


Ceux des membres qui sont 
restés en minorité peuvent con- 
stater, en signant, leur dissenti- 
ment. 
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sera de méme sil sagit de faire 
procéder sur place a Vétablisse- 
ment de tous moyens de preuve. 

Les requétes adressées a cet 
effet seront exécutées suivant 
les moyens dont la Puissance 
requise dispose daprés sa Ilé- 
gislation intérieure. Elles ne 
peuvent étre refusées que si 
cette Puissance les juge de na- 
ture a porter atteinte a sa souve- 
raineté ou a sa sécurité. 

Le Tribunal aura aussi tou- 
jours la faculté de recourir a 
Vintermédiaire de la Puissance 
sur le territoire de laquelle il a 
son siége. 

ARTICLE 77 


Les agents et les conseils des 
Parties ayant présenté tous les 
éclaircissements et preuves a 
Vappui de leur cause, le Président 
prononce la cloture des débats. 


ARTICLE 78 


Les délibérations du Tribunal 
ont lieu a huis clos et restent 
secrétes. 


Toute décision est prise a la 
majorité de ses membres. 


ARTICLE 79 


La sentence arbitrale est mo- 
tivée. Elle mentionne les noms 
des arbitres; elle est signée par 
le Président et par le greffier ou 
le secrétaire faisant fonctions de 
gre ffier. 
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ARTICLE 50 


When the agents and counsel 
of the parties have submitted all 
explanations and evidence in 
support of their case, the presi- 
dent pronounces the discussion 
closed. 

ARTICLE 51 


The deliberations of the tribu- 
nal take place in private. Every 
decision is taken by a majority 
of members of the tribunal. 


The refusal of a member io 
vote must be recorded in the 
procés-verbal. 


ARTICLE 52 


The award, given by a major- 
ity of votes, is accompanied by a 
statement of reasons. It is drawn 
up in writing and signed by each 
member of the tribunal. 


Those members who are in the 
minority may record their dissent 
when signing. 
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steps being taken to procure evi- 
dence on the spot. 


The requests for this purpose 
are to be executed as far as the 
means at the disposal of the 
Power applied to under its munic- 
ipal law allow. They can not be 
rejected unless the Power in ques- 
tion considers them calculated to 
impair its own sovereign rights or 
its safety. 

The Court will equally be 
always entitled to act through the 
Power on whose territory it sits. 


ARTICLE 77 


When the agents and counsel of 
the parties have submitted all the 
explanations and evidence in sup- 
port of their case the president 
shall declare the discussion closed. 


ARTICLE 78 


The tribunal considers its de- 
cisions in private and the proceed- 
ings remain secret. 


All questions are decided by a 
majority of zts members. 


ARTICLE 79 


The award must give the rea- 
sons on which it is based. Jt con- 
tains the names of the arbitra- 
tors; it is signed by the president 
and registrar or by the secretary 
acting as registrar. 
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ARTICLE 53 


La sentence arbitrale est lue en 
séance publique du Tribunal, les 
agents et les conseils des Parties 
présents ou dtument appeles. 


ARTICLE 54 


La sentence arbitrale, daument 
prononcée et notifiée aux agents 
des Parties en litige, décide défini- 
tivement et sans appel la contes- 
tation. 


ARTICLE 55 


Les Parties peuvent se ré- 
server dans le compromis de de- 
mander la revision de la sentence 
arbitrale. 

Dans ce cas, et sauf convention 
contraire, la demande doit étre 
adressée au Tribunal qui a rendu 
la sentence. Elle ne peut étre 
motivée que par la découverte 
d’un fait nouveau qui ett été de 
nature a exercer une influence 
décisive sur la sentence et qui, 
lors de la cloture des débats, 
était inconnu du Tribunal lui- 
méme et de la Partie qui a 
demandé la revision. 


La procédure de revision ne 
peut étre ouverte que par une 
décision du Tribunal constatant 
expressément l’existence du fait 
nouveau, lui reconnaissant les 
caractéres prévus par le para- 
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ARTICLE 80 


La sentence est lue en séance 
publique, les agents et les conseils 
des Parties présents ou dtment 
appelés. 


ARTICLE 81 


La sentence, dument prononcée 
et notifiée aux agents des Parties, 


décide définitivement et sans 
appel la contestation. 
ARTICLE 82 

Tout différend qui pourrait 

surgi entre les Parties, con- 


cernant I’'mterprétation et, lexé- 
cution de la sentence, sera, sauf 
stipulation contraire, soumis au 
jugement du Tribunal qui la 
rendue. 


ARTICLE 83 


Les Parties peuvent se réserver 
dans le compromis de demander 
la révision de la sentence ar- 
bitrale. 

Dans ce cas, et sauf stipulation 
contraire, la demande doit étre 
adressée au Tribunal qui a rendu 
la sentence. Elle ne peut étre 
motivée que par la découverte 
d’un fait nouveau qui ett été de 
nature a exercer une influence 
décisive sur la sentence et qui, 
lors de la cloture des débats, 
était inconnu du Tribunal lui- 
mémeé et de la Partie qui a 
demandé la révision. 


La procédure de révision ne 
peut étre ouverte que par une 
décision du Tribunal constatant 
expressément l’existence du fait 
nouveau, lui reconnaissant les 
caractéres prévus par le para- 
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ARTICLE 53 


The award is read out at a pub- 
lic meeting of the tribunal, the 
agents and counsel of the parties 
being present, or duly summoned 
to attend. 


ARTICLE 54 


The award, duly pronounced 
and notified to the agents of the 
parties at variance, puts an end to 
the dispute definitively and with- 
out appeal. 


ARTICLE 55 


The parties can reserve in the 
compromis the right to demand 
the revision of the award. 


In this case, and unless there 
be an agreement to the con- 
trary, the demand must be ad- 
dressed to the tribunal which 
pronounced the award. It can 
only be made on the ground of 
the discovery of some new fact 
calculated to exercise a decisive 
influence on the award, and 
which, at the time the discussion 
was closed, was unknown to the 
tribunal and to the party de- 
manding the revision. 

Proceedings for revision can 
only be instituted by a decision 
of the tribunal expressly record- 
ing the existence of the new fact, 
recognizing in it the character 
described in the foregoing para- 
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ARTICLE 80 


The award is read out in pub- 
lic sitting, the agents and counsel 
of the parties being present or 
duly summoned to attend. 


ARTICLE 81 


The award, duly pronounced 
and notified to the agents of the 
parties, settles the dispute defin- 
itively and without appeal. 


ARTICLE 82 


Any dispute arising between the 
parties as to the interpretation and 
execution of the award shail, in 
the absence of an agreement to the 
contrary, be submitted to the tri- 
bunal which pronounced it. 


ARTICLE 83 


The parties can reserve in the 
compromis the right to demand 
the revision of the award. 


In this case and unless there be 
a stipulation to the contrary, the 
demand must be addressed to the 
tribunal which pronounced the 
award. It can only be made on the 
ground of the discovery of some 
new fact calculated to exercise a 
decisive influence upon the award 
and which was unknown to the tri- 
bunal and to the party which de- 
manded the revision at the time 
the discussion was closed. 


Proceedings for revision can 
only be instituted by a decision 
of the tribunal expressly record- 
ing the existence of the new fact, 
recognizing in it the character 
described in the preceding para- 
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graphe précédent et déclarant 
a ce titre la demande recevable. 

Le compromis détermine le 
délai dans lequel la demande de 
revision doit étre formée. 


ARTICLE 56 


La sentence arbitrale  n’est 
obligatoire que pour les Parties 
qui ont conclu le compromis. 

Lorsqu’il s’agit de l’interpréta- 
tion d’une convention a laquelle 
ont participé d’autres Puissances 
que les Parties en litige, celles-ci 
notifient aux premiéres le com- 
promis qu’elles ont conclu. Cha- 
cune de ces Puissances a le droit 
d’intervenir au procés. Si une ou 
plusieurs d’entre Elles ont profité 
de cette faculté, l’interprétation 
contenue dans la sentence est 


également obligatoire a_ leur 
égard. 

ARTICLE 57 
Chaque Partie supporte ses 


propres frais et une part égale 
des frais du Tribunal. 
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graphe précédent et déclarant a 
ce titre la demande recevable. 
Le compromis détermine le 
délai dans lequel la demande de 
révision doit étre formée. 


ARTICLE 84 


La _ sentence arbitrale_ n’est 
obligatoire que pour les Parties 
en litige. 

Lorsqu’il s’agit de l’interpréta- 
tion d’une convention a laquelle 
ont participé d’autres Puissances 
que les Parties en litige, celles-ci 
avertissent en temps utile toutes 
les Puissances signataires. Cha- 
cune de ces Puissances a le droit 
d’intervenir au procés. Si une 
ou plusieurs d’entre Elles ont 
profité de cette faculté, l’inter- 
prétation contenue dans la sen- 
tence est également obligatoire a 
leur égard. 


ARTICLE 85 


Chaque Partie supporte ses 
propres frais et une part égale 
des frais du Tribunal. 


CuaPitrRE IV.—De la procédure 
sommaire d’arbitrage 


ARTICLE 86 


En vue de faciliter le fonc- 
tionnement de la justice arbitrale, 
lorsqwil s’agit de litiges de nature 
a@ comporter une procédure som- 
maire, les Puissances contrac- 
tantes arrétent les régles ci-aprés 
qui seront suivies en Vabsence 
de stipulations différentes, et sous 
réserve, le cas échéant, de lap- 
plication des dispositions du 
chapitre III qui ne seraient pas 
contraires. 
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graph, and declaring the demand 
admissible on this ground. 

The compromis fixes the period 
within which the demand for re- 
vision must be made. 


ARTICLE 56 


The award is only binding on 
the parties who concluded the 
compromis. 

When there is a question of in- 
terpreting a Convention to which 
Powers other than those con- 
cerned in the dispute are parties, 
the latter notify to the former the 
compromis they have concluded. 
Each of these Powers has the 
right to intervene in the case. If 
one or more of them avail them- 
selves of this right, the interpreta- 
tion contained in the award is 
equally binding on them. 


ARTICLE 57 


Each party pays its own ex- 
penses and an equal share of 
those of the tribunal. 


xci 


1907 


graph, and declaring the demand 
admissible on this ground. 

The compromis fixes the period 
within which the demand for re- 
vision must be made. 


ARTICLE 84 


The award is not binding ex- 
cept on the parties in dispute. 


When it concerns the interpre- 
tation of a Convention to which 
Powers other than those in dis- 
pute are parties, they shall inform 
all the signatory Powers in good 
time. Each of these Powers is 
entitled to intervene in the case. 
If one or more avail themselves 
of this right, the imterpretation 
contained in the award is equally 
binding on them. 


ARTICLE 85 


Each party pays its own ex- 
penses and an equal share of the 
expenses of the tribunal. 


Cuapter [V.—Arbitration by 
Summary Procedure 


ARTICLE 86 


With a view to factlitating the 
working of the system of arbitra- 
tion in disputes admitting of a 
summary procedure, the contract- 
ing Powers adopt the following 
rules, which shall be observed in 
the absence of other arrangements 
and subject to the reservation that 
the provisions of Chapter III ap- 
ply so far as may be. 
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ARTICLE 87 


Chacune des Parties en litige 
nomme un arbitre. Les deux ar- 
bitres ainsi désignés choisissent 
un surarbitre. S’ils ne tombent 
pas daccord a ce sujet, chacun 
présente deux candidats pris sur 
la liste générale des Membres de 
la Cour permanente en dehors 
des Membres indiqués par cha- 
cune des Parties Elles-mémes et 
wétant les nationaux d aucune 
d’Elles; le sort détermine lequel 
des candidats ainsi présentés sera 
le surarbitre. 

Le surarbitre préside le Tni- 
bunal, qui rend ses décistons a la 
majorité des voix. 


ARTICLE 88 


A défaut daccord préalable, le 
Tribunal fixe, dés qu'il est consti- 
tué, le délai dans lequel les deux 
Parties devront lui soumettre 
leurs mémotres respecttfs. 


ARTICLE 89 


Chaque Partie est représentée 
devant le Tribunal par un agent 
qui sert d'intermédiaire entre le 
Tribunal et le Gouvernement qui 
Va désigné. 


ARTICLE, 90 


La procédure a lieu exclusive- 
ment par écrit. Toutefois, chaque 
Partie a le droit de demander la 
comparution de témoins et d’ex- 
perts. Le Tribunal a, de son cété, 
la faculté de demander des exPli- 
cations orales aux agents des deux 
Parties, ainsi qwaux experts et 
aux témoins dont il juge la com- 
parution utile. 
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ARTICLE 87 


Each of the parties in dispute 
appoints an arbitrator. The two 
arbitrators thus selected choose an 
umpire. If they do not agree on 
this point, each of them proposes 
two candidates taken from the 
general list of the members of the 
Permanent Court exclusive of the 
members appointed by either of 
the parties and not beg nationals 
of either of them; which of the 
candidates thus proposed shall be 
the umpire is determined by lot. 


The umpire presides over the 
tribunal, which gives its decisions 
by a majority of votes. 


ARTICLE 88 


In the absence of any previous 
agreement the tribunal, as soon as 
it is formed, settles the time with- 
in which the two parties must sub- 
mit their respective cases to tt. 


ARTICLE 89° 


Each party 1s represented be- 
fore the tribunal by an agent, who 
serves as imtermediary between 
the tribunal and the Govern- 
ment who appointed him. 


ARTICLE 90 


The proceedings are conducted 
exclusively in writing. Each party, 
however, is entitled to ask that 
witnesses and experts should be 
called. The tribunal has, for tts 
part, the right to demand oral 
explanations from the agents of 
the two parties, as well as from 
the experts and witnesses whose 
appearance in Court tt may con- 
sider useful. 
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DIsPosITIONS GENERALES 


ARTICLE 58 


La présente Convention sera 
ratifiée dans le plus bref deélai 
possible. 

Les _ ratifications 
posées a La Haye. 

Il sera dressé du dépot de 
chaque ratification un  procés- 
verbal, dont une copie, certifiée 
conforme, sera remise par la 
voie diplomatique a toutes les 
Puissances qui ont été repré- 
sentées a la Conférence Inter- 
nationale de la Paix de La Haye. 


seront dé- 
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Tirre V.—DisposiTions Fuinales 
ARTICLE 91 


La présente Convention di- 
ment ratifiée remplacera, dans 
les rapports entre les Puissances 
contractantes, la Convention pour 
le réglement pacifique des con- 
fits mternationaux du 29 juillet 
1899. 

ARTICLE 92 


La présente Convention sera 
ratifiée aussit6t que possible. 

Les _ ratifications dé- 
posées a La Haye. 

Le premier dépot de ratifica- 
tions sera constaté par un procés- 
verbal signé par les représentants 
des Putssances qui y prennent 
part et par le Munistre des 
Affaires Etrangéres des Pays- 
Bas. 


seront 


Les dépéts ultérieurs de rati- 
fications se feront ou moyen d’une 
notification écrite, adressée au 
Gouvernement des Pays-Bas et 
accompagnée de Tinstrument de 
ratification. 

Copie certifiée conforme du 
proces-verbal relatif au premier 
dépot de. ratifications, des noti- 
fications mentionnées a Talinéa 
précédent, ainsi que des instru- 
ments de ratification, sera im- 
médiatement remise, par les soins 
du Gouvernement des Pays-Bas 
et par la voie diplomatique, aux 
Puissances conviées a4 la Deux- 
iéme Conférence de la Paix, 
anst quaux autres Puissances 
qui auront adhéré a la Conven- 
tion. Dans les cas visés par 
Palinéa précédent, ledit Gou- 
vernement Leur fera connaitre 
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GENERAL PROVISIONS 


ARTICLE 58 


The present Convention shall 
be ratified as speedily as possible. 


The ratifications shall be de- 
posited at The Hague. 

A procés-verbal shall be drawn 
up recording the receipt of each 
ratification, and a copy duly cer- 
tified shall be sent, through the 
diplomatic channel, to all the 
Powers who were represented at 
the International Peace Confer- 
ence at The Hague. 
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Part V.—Final Provisions 
ARTICLE 91 


The present Convention, duly 
ratified, shall replace, as between 
the contracting Powers, the Con- 
vention for the pacific settlement 
of imternational disputes of the 
29th July, 1899. 


ARTICLE 92 


The present Convention shall 
be ratified as soon as possible. 


The ratifications shall be de- 
posited at The Hague. 

The first deposit of ratifications 
shall be recorded in a procés-ver- 
bal signed by the representatives 
of the Powers which take part 
therein and by the Netherland 
Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


The subsequent deposits of 
ratifications shall be made by 
means of a written notification, 
addressed to the Netherland Gov- 
ernment and accompanied by the 
instrument of ratification. 

A duly certified copy of the 
proces-verbal relative to the first 
deposit of ratifications, of the 
notifications mentioned im the 
preceding paragraph, and of the 
instruments of ratification, shall 
be immediately sent by the Neth- 
erland Government, through the 
diplomatic channel, to the Powers 
invited to the Second Peace Con- 
ference, as well as to those Powers 
which have adhered to the Con- 
vention. In the cases contem- 
plated in the preceding paragraph, 
the said Government shall at the 
same time inform the Powers of 
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ARTICLE 59 


Les Puissances non signataires 
qui ont été représentées a la Con- 
férence Internationale de la Paix 
pourront adhérer a la présente 
Convention. Elles auront a cet 
effet a faire connaitre leur ad- 
hésion aux Puissances  con- 
tractantes, au moyen d’une 
notification écrite, adressée au 
Gouvernement des Pays-Bas et 
communiquée par celui-ci a 
toutes les autres Puissances con- 
tractantes. 


ARTICLE 60 


Les conditions auxquelles les 
Puissances qui n’ont pas été re- 
présentées a la Conférence Inter- 
nationale de la Paix pourront 
adhérer a la présente Convention 
formeront l’objet d’une entente 
ultérieure entre les Puissances 
contractantes. 
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en méme temps la date a laquelle 
ua re¢u la notification. 


ARTICLE 93 


Les Puissances non signataires 
qui ont été conviées a la Deu- 
xiéme Conférence de la Paix 
pourront adhérer a la présente 
Convention. 

La Puissance qui désire ad- 
hérer notifie par écrit son in- 
tention au Gouvernement des 
Pays-Bas en lui transmettant 
Pacte dadhésion qui sera dé- 
posé dans les archives dudit 
Gouvernement. 


Ce Gouvernement transmettra 
immédiatement a toutes les autres 
Puissances conviées a@ la Deu- 
xiéme Conférence de la Paix copie 
certifiée conforme de la notifica- 
tion ainsi que de lacte d’ad- 
hésion, en indiquant la date a 
laquelle il a recu la notification. 


ARTICLE 94 


Les conditions auxquelles les 
Puissances qui n’ont pas été con- 
wées a la Deuxiéme Conférence 
de la Paix, pourront adhérer a 
la présente Convention, forme- 
ront l’objet d’une entente ulté- 
rieure entre les Puissances con- 
tractantes. 


ARTICLE 95 


La présente Convention pro- 
duwa effet, pour les Puissances 
qui auront participé au premier 
dépét de ratifications, soixante 
jours aprés la date du proces- 
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ARTICLE 59 


The non-signatory Powers who 
were represented at the Interna- 
tional Peace Conference can ad- 
here to the present Convention. 
For this purpose they must make 
known their adhesion to the con- 
tracting Powers by a written noti- 
fication addressed to the Nether- 
land Government, and communi- 
cated by it to all the other con- 
tracting Powers. 


ARTICLE 60+ 


The conditions on which the 
Powers who were not represented 
at the International Peace Con- 
ference can adhere to the present 
Convention shall form the subject 
of a subsequent agreement among 
the contracting Powers. 
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the date on which it received the 
notification. 


ARTICLE 93 


Non-signatory Powers which 
have been invited to the Second 
Peace Conference may adhere to 
the present Convention. 

The Power which desires to ad- 
here notifies its intention in writ- 
ing to the Netherland Govern- 
ment, forwarding to it the act of 
adhesion, which shall be deposited 


im the archives of the said Govern- 
ment. 


This Government shall imme- 
diately forward to all the other 
Powers invited to the Second 
Peace Conference a duly certified 
copy of the notification as well as 
of the act of adhesion, mentioning 
the date on which tt received the 
notification. 


ARTICLE 94 


The conditions on which the 
Powers which have not _ been 
invited to the Second Peace Con- 
ference may adhere to the present 
Convention shall form the subject 
of a subsequent agreement be- 
tween the contracting Powers. 


ARTICLE 95 


The present Convention shall 
take effect, in the case of the 
Powers which were not a party to 
the first deposit of ratifications, 
sixty days after the date of the 


1A protocol establishing, as regards the Powers unrepresented at the First 
Conference, the mode of adhesion to this Convention, was signed at The 
Hague, June 14, 1907, by representatives of all the Powers represented at the 


1899 Conference. 
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ARTICLE 61 


S’il arrivait qu’une des Hautes 
Parties contractantes dénoncat la 
présente Convention, cette dé- 
nonciation ne produirait ses effets 
qu’un un aprés la notification 
faite par écrit au Gouvernement 
des Pays-Bas et communiquée 
immédiatement par celui-ci a 
toutes les autres Puissances con- 
tractantes. 


Cette dénonciation ne _ pro- 
duira ses effets qu’a l’égard de la 
Puissance qui l’aura notifiée. 


En foi de quoi, les Plénipoten- 
tiaires ont signé la présente Con- 
vention et l’ont revétue de leurs 
sceaux. 
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verbal de ce dépot et, pour les 
Puissances qui ratifieront wulté- 
rigurement ou qut adhéreront, 
soixante jours aprés que la noti- 
fication de leur ratification ou de 
leur adhésion aura été regue par 
le Gouvernement des Pays-Bas. 


ARTICLE 96 


S’il arrivait qu’une des Puis- 
sances contractantes voulit dé- 
noncer la présente Convention, 
la dénonciation sera notifiée par 
écrit au Gouvernement des Pays- 
Bas qui communiquera immé- 
diatement copie certifiée conforme 
de la notification a toutes les 
autres Puissances en leur faisant 
savoir la date a laquelle il la 
recue. 

La dénonciation ne produira 
ses effets qu’a légard de la Puis- 
sance qui l’aura notifiée et un an 
apres que la notification en sera 
parvenue au Gouvernement des 
Pays-Bas. 


ARTICLE 97 


Un registre tenu par le Minis- 
tere des Affaires Etrangéres des 
Pays-Bas indiquera la date du 
dépot de _ ratifications effectué 
en vertu de Varticle 92 alinéas 
3 et 4, ainsi que la date a laquelle 
auront été recues les notifications 
dadhésion (article 93 alinéa 2) 
ou de dénonciation (article 96 
alinéa r). 

Chaque Pwuissance  contrac- 
tante est admise a prendre con- 
naissance de ce registre et a en 
demander des extraits certifiés 
conformes. 

En foi de quoi, les Plénipoten- 
tiaires ont revétu la présente Con- 
vention de leurs signatures. 


PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES 


1899 


ARTICLE 61 


In the event of one of the high 
contracting Parties denouncing 
the present Convention, this de- 
nunciation would not take effect 
until a year after its notification 
made in writing to the Nether- 
land Government, and by it com- 
municated at once to all the other 
contracting Powers. 


This denunciation shall only 
affect the notifying Power. 


In faith of which the plenipo- 
tentiaries have signed the present 
Convention and affixed their seals 
to it. 
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1907 


procés-verbal of this deposit, and, 
in the case of the Powers which 
ratify subsequently or which ad- 
here, sixty days after the notifica- 
tion of their ratification or of their 
adhesion has been received by the 
Netherland Government. 


ARTICLE 96 


In the event of one of the con- 
tracting Powers wishing to de- 
nounce the present Convention, 
the denunciation shall be notified 
in writing to the Netherland Gov- 
ernment, which shall immediately 
communicate a duly certified copy 
of the notification to all the other 
Powers informing them of the 
date on which it was received. 


The denunciation shall only 
have effect in regard to the noti- 
fying Power, and one year after 
the notification has reached the 
Netherland Government. 


ARTICLE 97 


A register kept by the Nether- 
land Minister for Foreign Affairs 
shall give the date of the deposit 
of ratifications effected in virtue 
of Article 92, paragraphs 3 and 4, 
as well as the date on which the 
notifications of adhesion (Article 
93, paragraph 2) or of denuncia- 
tion (Article 96, paragraph 1) 
have been received. 

Each contracting Power ts en- 
titled to have access to this regis- 
ter and to be supplied with duly 
certified extracts from i. 


In faith whereof the plenipo- 
tentiaries have appended their 
signatures to the present Conven- 
tion. 


1899 


Fait a La Haye, le vingt neuf 
juillet, mille huit cents quatre 
vingt dix-neuf, en un seul exem- 
plaire qui restera déposé dans les 
archives du Gouvernement des 
Pays-Bas, et dont des copies, cer- 
tifiées conformes, seront remises 
par la voie diplomatique aux 
Puissances contractantes. 
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1907 


Fait a La Haye, le dix-huit 
octobre mil neuf cent sept, en un 
seul exemplaire qui restera dé- 
posé dans les archives du Gou- 
vernement des Pays-Bas et. dont 
des copies certifiées conformes, 
seront remises par la voie di- 
plomatique aux Puissances con- 
tractantes. 
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1899 


Done at The Hague, the 29th 
July, 1899, in a single copy, which 
shall remain in the archives of 
the Netherland Government, and 
copies of it, duly certified, be sent 
through the diplomatic channel to 
the contracting Powers. 


[Here follow signatures. ] 


1907 


Done at The Hague, the 18th 
October, 1907, in a single copy, 
which shall remain deposited in 
the archives of the Netherland 
Government, and duly certified 
copies of which shall be sent, 
through the diplomatic channel, 
to the contracting Powers. 

[Here follow signatures. ] 


cli THE HAGUE CONVENTIONS OF 1899 AND 1907 FOR THE 


RATIFICATIONS, ADHESIONS AND RESERVATIONS 


The 1899 Convention was ratified by all the signatory Powers on 
the dates indicated: 


PAUISELIA= EI UNO ALY rs cles mae Sears si eneri aeons September 4, 1900 
Beloit foc gee erege! icine specs cekouent peta ee September 4, 1900 
BULSAT ag apes en cis «waters: cgsksgle eae acs September 4, 1900 
CHa ee cpt esther agers vis. ose easinete ear ea November 21, 1904 
MG Tati Lefer eyeke ys sc esarean Subhas © © sete areue ae September 4, 1900 
PP AG CO es athe ce co cer aris ciofeota skaters, dain ei ceeee September 4, 1900 
GORNaty gS eacicatcr tsenipyeiets oo ei eee ne September 4, 1900 
Greate OLA “cc u.cce Se costs ont, cetera September 4, 1900 
ES lost tel iy Sg BS IISA oe Se OMN Tie old 3 April 4, 1901 
AE A er, SORE Si re PEPS seer Sen Che 03 September 4, 1900 
DANI ah acc cts, 4 caehe Sek ortnets Dielete he enter hee ates October 6, 1900 
PIX CI DUES +t xnG:0 Ge wae ae ls tela ns, oie ete ace ee July-12, 1901 
MEGS ICO 5,4 aise!» aoa nee sce a mele 60 0 ate Saka April 17, 1901 
Motene eto: xc: saacsl cvsis eteate seo clases ae October 16, 1900 
INetherlanicts.52)25.5. GE elke te os Bette eine September 4, 1900 
INGEWay.c hee ie ee ee (See Sweden and Norway.) 
IPGESIO connie s, tinis inreucts kar npenen aces Sete eee September 4, 1900 
Portitigalpriaasa ss .te cect antec ore ion September 4, 1900 
RGUiilatiiogrs sero oun: ches a ee ee September 4, 1900 
FRUISSIAS <r co iG ie ever wt sclaclern stars e mine September 4, 1900 
SOnDia hist 2 oa lasts eas ots nee enemies May 11, 1901 
SAG hese esis disse Shae Og ae he ree September 4, 1900 
S DaEN Psio05 09 Hantisadlt connie etre cesta eee September 4, 1900 
Sweden and \Notway o':.05 nur ene September 4, 1900 
Switzerland Vit .aicn once aie ea eee December 29, 1900 
MGEKCY 2 Sais Kl an We June 12, 1907 
Winited (Stateg ees ce a, ne eee ae September 4, 1900 
Adhesions: 

IAT ORLING NEDUDLICS Los. ahietes iva cee June 15, 1907 
Bolivias asi acta ee eae Oe ee June 15, 1907 
Brazil 5 65.0). Paes we ee ne eae nee june: 155-1907 
CUE Fi oS daly cava area coool er notte June 15, 1907 
Colotabia.. ci. <a.sccgo <i zee ee re ee June 15, 1907 
CUDA ee kk oe eaten dE June 15, 1907 
Dominicans Republics...).0)\ ecacs ee eee June 15, 1907 
1/48 Ys (0) ae ed Pa MRE OER AL ety Ric i - July 3, 1907 
Guatemala Fos. sa aie eu cek een ee June 15, 1907 
Jak ti liao Gere eo esos nA ec) . Seuss June 15, 1907 
Nicardgtia 5.6 2059 aiin'dan Soc ee June 15, 1907 
Paviatiia® P52,\ita ys faecal was oat a ee eS June 15, 1907 
Paraguay 34! asq ae acon eaene ee een June 15, 1907 
POPU. Since duran ee tae eee Pete tae cre eres June 15, 1907 
Salvador: 7.0 net ocs ae ean nites June 20, 1907 
Usrugilay \c<cetda cre eee A eihon i uate June 17, 1907 
Venezuela 


6 bn hea tical grea Te Teen ee June 15, 1907 
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Reservations :1 
Roumania 
Under the reservations formulated with respect to Articles 
16, 17 and 19 of the present Convention (15, 16 and 18 of the 
project presented by the committee on examination), and 
recorded in the procés-verbal of the sitting of the Third 
Commission of July 20, 1899.? 


Extract from the procés-verbal: 

The Royal Government of Roumania being completely in 
favor of the principle of facultative arbitration, of which it appre- 
ciates the great importance in international relations, neverthe- 
less does not intend to undertake, by Article 15, an engagement 
to accept arbitration in every case there provided for, and it 
believes 1t ought to form express reservations in that respect. 

It can not therefore vote for this article, except under that 
reservation. 

The Royal Government of Roumania declares that it can not 
adhere to Article 16 except with the express reservation, entered 
in the procés-verbal, that it has decided not to accept, in any 
case, an international arbitration for disagreements or disputes 
previous to the conclusion of the present Convention. 

The Royal Government of Roumania declares that in ad- 
hering to Article 18 of the Convention, it makes no engagement 
in regard to obligatory arbitration.3 


Serbia 


Under the reservations recorded in the procés-verbal of the 
Third Commission of July 20, 18992 


Extract from the procés-verbal: 

In the name of the Royal Government of Serbia, we have the 
honor to declare that our adoption of the principle of good 
offices and mediation does not imply a recognition of the right 
of third States to use these means except with the extreme re- 
serve which proceedings of this delicate nature require. 

We do not admit good offices and mediation except on con- 
dition that their character of purely friendly counsel is main- 
tained fully ‘and completely, and we never could accept them 
in forms and circumstances such as to impress upon them the 
character of intervention.* 


Turkey 
Under reservation of the declaration made in the plenary 
sitting of the Conference of July 25, 1899. 


Extract from the procés-verbal: 

The Turkish delegation, considering that the work of this 
Conference has been a work of high loyalty and humanity, 
destined solely to assure general peace by safeguarding the in- 
terests and the rights of each one, declares, in the name of its 
Government, that it adheres to the project just adopted, on the 
following conditions : 


1All these reservations were made at signature. 

2Reservations maintained at ratification. 

8Declaration of Mr. Beldiman. Procés-verbaux, pt. iv, pp. 48, 49. 
4Declaration of Mr. Miyatovitch, /bid., p. 47. 


civ 


THE HAGUE CONVENTIONS OF 1899 AND 1907 FOR THE 


1. It is formally understood that recourse to good offices 
and mediation, to commissions of inquiry and arbitration 1s 
purely facultative and could not in any case assume an obligatory 
character or degenerate into interventions ; 

2. The Imperial Government itself will be the judge of the 
cases where its interests would permit it to admit these methods 
without its abstention or refusal to have recourse to them being 
considered by the signatory States as an unfriendly act. 

It goes without saying that in no case could the means in 
question be applied to questions concerning interior regulation.t 


United States 


Under reservation of the declaration made at the plenary 
sitting of the Conference on the 25th of July, 1899.? 


Extract from the procés-verbal: 

The delegation of the United States of America on signing 
the Convention for the pacific settlement of international dis- 
putes, as proposed by the International Peace Conference, makes 
the following declaration: 

Nothing contained in this Convention shall be so construed as 
to require the United States of America to depart from its 
traditional policy of not intruding upon, interfering with, or 
entangling itself in the political questions or policy or internal 
administration of any foreign State; nor shall anything con- 
tained in the said Convention be construed to imply a relinquish- 
ment by the United States of America of its traditional attitude 
toward purely American questions.® 


The 1907 Convention was ratified by the following signatory 
Powers on the dates indicated: 


Asisttia- Eitan gary? i .rcctiuie Aenea stam November 27, 1909 
Beloit 9. ote, FAL Rh a August 8, 1910 
jks CC Yah Beeps aA a a eae Neh LM gd ae November 27, 1909 
Brazil ir ca tethenigs ders eyes avers een to nade January 5, 1914 
Chinaanue:, eh wis: ty eenrscl alee November 27, 1909 
CEDAR SE Wat tek tra uate Cea UN EI February 22, 1912 
DeNtaller. Maceo he eee we ere November 27, 1909 
Mirance ccs ae nora ye Ae AERO eee er October 7, 1910 
Germany: acc oe tin oa on eee aa November 27, 1909 
Giateniala 2 fo. atucet hale ciate ates ene March 15, 1911 
PLANE sar a-0 cas Renner ge kinty keer nee eee February 2, 1910 
ADE ase coc ets conchae: he fOr at seer he, et ate eae December 13, 1911 
POM DUES joes spa chat ihe ean eine Teen September 5, 1912 
MesiCG es ois alls singh che ae ee ae November 27, 1909 
Netherlands oie hal cadens Oke ee November 27, 1909 
NOTwaye ren cool cole 1; wobec ne September 19, 1910 
Panag: fo cess oer cee Rie ee September 11, 1911 


_1Declaration of Turkhan Pasha. Procés-verbaux, pt. i, p. 70. This reserva- 
tion does not appear in the instrument of ratification. 

?Reservation maintained at ratification. 

3[bid., p. 69. Compare the reservation of the United States to the 1907 Con- 


vention. 
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Portugal Siti SO, Cac ee ae April 13, 1911 
Roumania rte Tce OR ee Seedy Me ay March 1, 1912 
g ROERASU 2 Tenor Eo eo a ca a November 27, 1909 
Salvador RRMA L SN Pate seats se Seo Eh, wh os November 27, 1909 
Siam PRM es eee RS Paw rate et bay ee March 12, 1910 
SPA cree ce ee ae aR ee BIN March 18, 1913 
Sweden SOS RESO IGA whL Pe aap aA November 27, 1909 
Sis PSE AE a a May 12, 1910 
i OU ea Tc INS 6 2s ee ae i a November 27, 1909 
Adhesion: 
PREATAGOA Oats ce ee oi teres te ee Re December 16, 1909 
The following Powers signed the Convention but have not yet 
ratified : 
Argentine Republic Montenegro 
Bulgaria Paraguay 
Chile Persia 
Colombia Peru 
Dominican Republic Serbia 
Ecuador Turkey 
Great Britain Uruguay 
Greece Venezuela 
Italy 
Reservations ;* 
Brazil 


With reservation as to Article 53, paragraphs 2, 3, and 4.? 


Chile 


Under reservation of the declaration formulated with regard 


to A 


rticle 39 in the seventh meeting of the First Commission 


on October 7. 


Extract from the procés-verbal: 

The delegation of Chile desires to make the following decla- 
ration in the name of its Government with respect to this article. 
Our delegation at the time of signing the Convention of 1899 
for the pacific settlement of international disputes did so with 
the reservation that the adhesion of its Government as regards 
Article 17 would not include controversies or questions prior to 
the celebration of the Convention. 

The delegation of Chile believes it to be its duty to-day to re- 
new, with respect to the same provision, the reservation that it 
has previously made, although it may not be strictly necessary 
in view of the similar character of the provision.’ 


1A]1 these reservations were made at signature except the second reservation 
of the United States. 

2Reservation maintained at ratification. 

8Statement of Mr. Domingo Gana. Actes et documents, vol. ii, p. 121. 
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With the reservation of paragraph 2 of Article 53. 


With reservation of paragraphs 3 and 4 of Article 48, of para- 
graph 2 of Article 53 and of Article 54.1 


Roumania 
With the same reservations formulated by the Roumanian 
plenipotentiaries on signing the Convention for the pacific 
settlement of international disputes of July 29, 1899.1 


Switzerland 
Under reservation of Article 53, number 2.1 


Under reservation of the declarations recorded in the procés- 
verbal of the ninth plenary session of the Conference held on 
October 16, 1907. 


Extract from the procés-verbal: 

The Ottoman delegation declares, in the name of its Govern- 
ment, that while it is not unmindful of the beneficent influence 
which good offices, mediation, commissions of inquiry and arbi- 
tration are able to exercise on the maintenance of the pacific 
relations between States, in giving its adhesion to the whole of 
the draft, it does so on the understanding that such methods re- 
main, as before, purely optional; it could in no case recognize 
them as having an obligatory character rendering them susceptible 
of leading directly or indirectly to an intervention. 

The Imperial Government proposes to remain the sole judge 
of the occasions when it shall be necessary to have recourse 
to the different proceedings or to accept them without its deter- 
mination on the point being liable to be viewed by the signatory 
States as an unfriendly act. 

It is unnecessary to add that such methods should never be 
applied in cases of internal order.2 


United States 
Under reservation of the declaration made in the plenary ses- 
sion of the Conference held on October 16, 1907.2 


Extract from the procés-verbal: 

The delegation of the United States renews the reserva- 
tion made in 1899 on the subject of Article 48 of the Conven- 
tion for the pacific settlement of international disputes in the 
form of the following declaration: 

Nothing contained in this Convention shall be so construed 
as to require the United States of America to depart from its tra- 
ditional policy of not intruding upon, interfering with, or en- 
tangling itself in ,the political questions of policy or internal 
administration of any foreign State; nor shall anything contained 
in the said Convention be construed to imply a relinquishment 
by the United States of America of its traditional attitude toward 
purely American questions.3 


1Reservation maintained at ratification. 
2Statements of Turkhan Pasha. Actes et documents, vol. i. p. 336, 
8Statement of Mr. David Jayne Hill. Jbid., vol. i, p. 335. 
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The act of ratification contains the following reservation: 


That the United States approves this Convention with the un- 
derstanding that recourse to the Permanent Court for the settle- 
ment of differences can be had only by agreement thereto through 
general or special treaties of arbitration heretofore or hereafter 
concluded between the parties in dispute; and the United States 
now exercises the option contained in Article 53 of said Con- 
vention, to exclude the formulation of the compromis by the 
Permanent Court, and hereby excludes from the competence 
of the Permanent Court the power to frame the compromis re- 
quired by general or special treaties of arbitration concluded 
or hereafter to be concluded by the United States, and further 
expressly declares that the compromis required by any treaty of 
arbitration to which the United States may be a party shall be 
settled only by agreement between the contracting parties, unless 
such treaty shall expressly provide otherwise. 
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ARBITRATIONS 


BEFORE THE 


HAGUE TRIBUNALS 


iT IUOAR” 


THE PIOUS FUND CASE 


between 
MEXICO and THE UNITED STATES 


Decided October 14, 1902 


Syllabus 

The case on trial was known as the “Pious Fund of the Califor- 
nias.” It originated in donations made by Spanish subjects during 
the latter part of the seventeenth and the first half of the eighteenth 
centuries for the spread of the Roman Catholic faith in the Cali- 
fornias. These gifts, amounting approximately to $1,700,000, were 
made in trust to the Society of Jesus for the execution of the pious 
wish of the founders. The Jesuits accepted the trust and discharged 
its duties until they were disabled from its further administration by 
their expulsion in 1767 from the Spanish dominions by the King of 
Spain and by the suppression of the order by the Pope in 1773. The 
Crown of Spain took possession of and administered the trust for 
the uses declared by the donors until Mexico, after her independence 
was achieved, succeeded to the administration of the trust. Finally, 
in 1842, President Santa Anna ordered the properties to be sold, that 
the proceeds thereof be incorporated into the national treasury, and 
that six per cent annual interest on the capitalization of the property 
should be paid and devoted to the carrying out of the intention of the 
donors in the conversion and civilization of the savages. 

Upper California having been ceded to the United States in 1848 by 
the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, the Mexican Government refused 
to pay to the prelates of the Church in Upper California any share of 
the interest which accrued after the ratification of the treaty. The 
latter presented their claims therefor to the Department of State and 
requested the interposition of the Government. A mixed commission 
for the settlement of the cross claims between the two Governments 
was formed under the Convention of July 4, 1868.1 On the presenta- 
tion and hearing of the claim the United States and Mexican commis- 
sioners divided in opinion. The case was accordingly referred to the 
umpire, Sir Edward Thornton, who rendered an award? in favor of 
the United States for twenty-one annuities of $43,050.99 each, as the 
equitable proportion to which the prelates of Upper California were 
entitled of the interest accrued on the entire fund from the making of 
the treaty of peace down to February 2, 1869. The Mexican Govern- 
ment paid the award, but, asserting that the claim was extinguished, 
refused to make any further payments of interest for the benefit of 
the Church in Upper California. Again the prelates appealed to the 
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Department of State for support, and in 1898 active diplomatic dis- 
cussions between the two Governments as to the merits of the claim 
were begun and carried forward until they culminated, on May 22, 
1902, in a formal agreement? to refer the case to the determination of 
the Hague tribunal, to be composed of five members, none of whom 
were to be natives or citizens of the contracting Parties. Only two 
issues were presented by the protocol, namely: 1. Is the case, as a 
consequence of the decision of Sir Edward Thornton, within the gov- 
erning principle of res judicata? 2. If not, is the claim just? The 
tribunal was authorized to render whatever judgment might be found 
just and equitable. 

As judges the United States selected Professor Martens of Russia 
and Sir Edward Fry of Great Britain; Mexico chose Dr. Asser and 
Jonkheer de Savornin Lohman of Holland; and these judges selected 
as president of the tribunal, Dr. Matzen of Denmark. All were mem- 
bers of the Permanent Court of Arbitration. The sessions of the 
tribunal began September 15, 1902, and ended October 1, 1902. 

The material part of the unanimous award of the tribunal in favor 
of the United States, rendered on October 14, 1902, was as follows: 

1. That the said claim of the United States of America for the 
benefit of the Archbishop of San Francisco and of the Bishop of 
Monterey is governed by the principle of res judicata by virtue of the 
arbitral sentence of Sir Edward Thornton, of November 11, 1875; 
amended by him, October 24, 1876. 

2. That conformably to this arbitral sentence the Government of 
the Republic of the United Mexican States must pay to the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America the sum of $1,420,682.67 Mexi- 
can, in money having legal currency in Mexico, within the period 
fixed by Article 10 of the protocol of Washington of May 22, 1902. 

This sum of $1,420,682.67 will totally extinguish the annuities ac- 
crued and not paid by the Government of the Mexican Republic— 
that is to say, the annuity of $43,050.99 Mexican from February 2, 
1869, to February 2, 1902. 

3. The Government of the Republic of the United Mexican States 
shall pay to the Government of the United States of America on 
February 2, 1903, and each following year on the same date of Feb- 
ruary 2, perpetually, the annuity of $43,050.99 Mexican, in money 
having legal currency in Mexico.? 
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AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the tribunal of arbitration constituted in virtue of the 
protocol signed at Washington, May 22, 1902, between the 
United States and Mexico for the adjustment of certain conten- 
tions arising under what is known as the “Pious Fund of the 
Califormias.”—The Hague, October 14, 1902.1 


The tribunal of arbitration constituted by virtue of the treaty 
concluded at Washington, May 22, 1902,” between the United States 
of America and the United Mexican States: 

Whereas, by a compromis (agreement of arbitration) prepared 
under the form of protocol between the United States of America 
and the United Mexican States, signed at Washington, May 22, 
1902, it was agreed and determined that the differences which ex- 
isted between the United States of America and the United Mexican 
States, relative to the subject of the “Pious Fund of the Californias,” 
the annuities of which were claimed by the United States of Amer- 
ica for the benefit of the Archbishop of San Francisco and the 
Bishop of Monterey, from the Government of the Mexican Repub- 
lic, should be submitted to a tribunal of arbitration, constituted upon 
the basis of the Convention for the pacific settlement of international 
disputes, signed at The Hague, July 29, 1899, which should be 
composed in the following manner, that is to say: 

The President of the United States of America should designate 
two arbitrators (non-nationals), and the President of the United 
Mexican States equally two arbitrators (non-nationals) ; these four 
arbitrators should meet, September 1, 1902, at The Hague, for the 
purpose of nominating the umpire, who at the same time should be 
of right the president of the tribunal of arbitration. 

Whereas the President of the United States of America named 
as arbitrators: 

The Right Hon. Sir Edward Fry, LL.D., former member of 
the Court of Appeals, member of the Privy Council of His Britan- 
nic Majesty, member of the Permanent Court of Arbitration; and 

His Excellency Mr. de Martens, LL.D., Privy Councilor, member 
of the Council of the Imperial Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Rus- 


1Report of Jackson H. Ralston, Agent of the United States and of Counsel, 
in the matter of the Case of the Pious Fund of the Californias, etc., pt. 1, p. 13. 
For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 429. 
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sia, member of the Institute of France, member of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration. 

Whereas the President of the United Mexican States named as 
arbitrators : 

Mr. T. M. C. Asser, LL.D., member of the Council of State of 
the Netherlands, former professor at the University of Amsterdam, 
member of the Permanent Court of Arbitration; and 

Jonkheer A. F. de Savornin Lohman, LL.D., former Minister 
ef the Interior of the Netherlands, former professor at the Free 
University at Amsterdam, member of the second chamber of the 
States-General, member of the Permanent Court of Arbitration; 
which arbitrators at their meeting, September 1, 1902, elected, con- 
formably to Articles 32-34 of the Convention of The Hague of 
July 29, 1899, as umpire and president of right of the tribunal of 
arbitration ; 

Mr. Henning Matzen, LL.D., professor at the University of 
Copenhagen, Counselor Extraordinary to the Supreme Court, Presi- 
dent of the Landsthing, member of the Permanent Court of Arbi- 
tration; and 

Whereas, by virtue of the protocol of Washington of May 22, 
1902, the above-named arbitrators, united in tribunal of arbitration, 
were required to decide: 

1. If the said claim of the United States of America for the 
benefit of the Archbishop of San Francisco and the Bishop of 
Monterey was within the governing principle of res judicata by 
. virtue of the arbitral sentence of November 11, 1875, pronounced 
by Sir Edward Thornton, as umpire’; 

2. If not, whether the said claim was just, with power to render 
such judgment as would seem to them just and equitable. 

Whereas, the above-named arbitrators having examined with 
impartiality and care all the documents and papers presented to 
the tribunal of arbitration by the agents of the United States of 
America and of the United Mexican States, and having heard with 
the greatest attention the oral arguments presented before the 
tribunal by the agents and the counsel of the two parties in litiga- 
tion; 
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Considering that the litigation submitted to the decision of the 
tribunal of arbitration consists in a conflict between the United 
States of America and the United Mexican States which can only 
be decided upon the basis of international treaties and the principles 
of international law; 

Considering that the international treaties concluded from the 
year 1848 to the compromis of May 22, 1902, between the two 
Powers in litigation manifest the eminently international character 
of this conflict; 

Considering that all the parts of the judgment or the decree con- 
cerning the points debated in the litigation enlighten and mutually 
supplement each other, and that they all serve to render precise the 
meaning and the bearing of the dispositif (decisory part of the judg- 
ment) and to determine the points upon which there is res judicata 
and which thereafter can not be put in question; 

Considering that this rule applies not only to the judgments of 
tribunals created by the State, but equally to arbitral sentences ren- 
dered within the limits of the jurisdiction fixed by the compromis; 

Considering that this same principle should for a still stronger 
reason be applied to international arbitration; 

Considering that the Convention of July 4, 1868,* concluded be- 
tween the two States in litigation, had accorded to the mixed com- 
mission named by these States, as well as to the umpire to be even- 
tually designated, the right to pass upon their own jurisdiction; 

Considering that in the litigation submitted to the decision of the 
tribunal of arbitration, by virtue of the compromis of May 22, 1902, 
there is not only identity of parties to the suit, but also identity of 
subject-matter, compared with the arbitral sentence of Sir Edward 
Thornton, as umpire, in 1875, and amended by him, October 24, 
18767; 

Considering that the Government of the United Mexican States 
conscientiously executed the arbitral sentence of 1875 and 1876 by 
paying the annuities adjudged by the umpire; 

Considering that since 1869 thirty-three annuities have not been 
paid by the Government of the United Mexican States to the Gov- 
ernment of the United States of America, and that the rules of 
prescription, belonging exclusively to the domain of civil law, can 
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not be applied to the present dispute between the two States in litiga- 
tion; 

Considering, so far as the money is concerned in which the annual 
payment should take place, that the silver dollar having legal cur- 
rency in Mexico, payment in gold can not be exacted except by virtue 
cf an express stipulation ; 

Considering that in the present instance such stipulation not ex- 
isting, the party defendant has the right to free itself by paying in 
silver; that with relation to this point the sentence of Sir Edward 
Thornton has not the force of res judicata, except for the twenty-one 
annuities with regard to which the umpire decided that the payment 
should take place in Mexican gold dollars, because question of the 
mode of payment does not relate to the basis of the right in litiga- 
tion, but only to the execution of the sentence; 

Considering that according to Article 10 of the protocol of Wash- 
ington of May 22, 1902, the present tribunal of arbitration must 
determine, in case of an award against the Republic of Mexico, in 
what money payment must take place; 

For these reasons the tribunal of arbitration decides and ‘unani- 
mously pronounces as follows: 

1. That the said claim of the United States of America for the 
benefit of the Archbishop of San Francisco and of the Bishop of 
Monterey is governed by the principle of res judicata by virtue of 
the arbitral sentence of Sir Edward Thornton, of November 11, 
1875; amended by him, October 24, 1876. 

2. That conformably to this arbitral sentence the Government 
of the Republic of the United Mexican States must pay to the Gov- 
ernment of the United States of America the sum of $1,420,682.67 
Mexican, in money having legal currency in Mexico, within the 
period fixed by Article 10 of the protocol of Washington of May 
22,9902; 

This sum of $1,420,682.67 will totally extinguish the annuities 
accrued and not paid by the Government of the Mexican Republic— 
that is to say, the annuity of $43,050.99 Mexican from February 2, 
1869, to February 2, 1902. 

3. The Government of the Republic of the United Mexican States 
shall pay to the Government of the United States of America on 
February 2, 1903, and each following year on the same date of 
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February 2, perpetually, the annuity of $43,050.99 Mexican, in 
money having legal currency in Mexico. 
Done at The Hague in the hotel of the Permanent Court of Arbi- 

tration in triplicate original, October 14, 1902. 

HenniING MaAtTzen 

Epw. Fry 

MARTENS 

T. M. C. Asser 

A. F. DE SAvoRNIN LOHMAN 


AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Protocol of an Agreement between the United States of America and 
the Republic of Mexico for the adjustment of certain contentions 
arising under what is known as the “Pious Fund of the Califor- 
nias.”—Signed at Washington, May 22, 19024 
Whereas. under and by virtue of the provisions of a convention 

entered into between the high contracting Parties above-named, of 

date July 4, 1868,? and subsequent conventions supplementary thereto,* 
there was submitted to the mixed commission provided for by said 
convention a certain claim advanced by and on behalf of the prelates 
of the Roman Catholic Church of California against the Republic of 

Mexico for an annual interest upon a certain fund known as “The 

Pious Fund of the Californias,” which interest was said to have ac- 

crued between February 2, 1848, the date of the signature of the treaty 

of Guadalupe Hidalgo, and February 1, 1869, the date of the exchange 
of the ratifications of said convention above referred to; and 
Whereas, said mixed commission, after considering said claim, the 
same being designated as No. 493 upon its docket, and entitled Thad- 
deus Amat, Roman Catholic Bishop of Monterey, a corporation sole, 
and Joseph S. Alemany, Roman Catholic Bishop of San Francisco, a 
corporation sole, against the Republic of Mexico, adjudged the same 
adversely to the Republic of Mexico and in favor of said claimants, 
and made an award thereon of nine hundred and four thousand, seven 
hundred and 99/100 (904,700.99) dollars; the sarne, as expressed in 
the findings of said court, being for twenty-one years’ interest of the 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, vol. 32, p. 1916. For the Spanish text, see Appendix, 
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annual amount of forty-three thousand and eighty and 99/100 
(43,080.99) dollars upon seven hundred and eighteen thousand and 
sixteen and 50/100 (718,016.50) dollars, said award being in Mexican 
gold dollars, and the said amount of nine hundred and four thousand, 
seven hundred and 99/100 (904,700.99) dollars having been fully 
paid and discharged in accordance with the terms of said conventions ; 
and 

Whereas, the United States of America on behalf of said Roman 
Catholic Bishops, above-named, and their successors in title and inter- 
est, have since such award claimed from Mexico further instalments 
of said interest, and have insisted that the said claim was conclusively 
established, and its amount fixed as against Mexico and in favor of 
said original claimants and their successors in title and interest under 
the said first-mentioned convention of 1868 by force of the said award 
as res judicata; and have further contended that apart from such 
former award their claim against Mexico was just, both of which 
propositions are controverted and denied by the Republic of Mexico, 
and the high contracting Parties hereto, animated by a strong desire 
that the dispute so arising may be amicably, satisfactorily and justly 
settled, have agreed to submit said controversy to the determination 
of arbitrators, who shall, unless otherwise herein expressed, be con- 
trolled by the provisions of the international Convention for the pacific 
settlement of international disputes, commonly known as the Hague 
Convention, and which arbitration shall have power to determine: 

1. If said claim, as a consequence of the former decision, is within 
the governing principle of res judicata; and 

2. If not, whether the same be just. 

And to render such judgment or award as may be meet and proper 
under all the circumstances of the case. 

It is therefore agreed by and between the United States of America, 
through their representative, John Hay, Secretary of State of the 
United States of America, and the Republic of Mexico, through its 
representative, Manuel de Azpiroz, Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary to the United States of America for the Republic of 
Mexico as follows: 


That the said contentions be referred to the special tribunal herein- 
after provided, for examination, determination and award. 
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The special tribunal hereby constituted shall consist of four arbitra- 
tors (two to be named by each of the high contracting Parties) and an 
umpire to be selected in accordance with the provisions of the Hague 
Convention. The arbitrators to be named hereunder shall be signified 
by each of the high contracting Parties to the other within sixty days 
after the date of this protocol. None of those so named shall be a 
native or citizen of the parties hereto. Judgment may be rendered 
by a majority of said court. 

All vacancies occurring among the members of said court because 
of death, retirement or disability from any cause before a decision 
shall be reached, shall be filled in accordance with the method of ap- 
pointment of the member affected as provided by said Hague Con- 
vention, and if occurring after said court shall have first assembled, 
will authorize in the judgment of the court an extension of time for 
hearing or judgment, as the case may be, not exceeding thirty days. 


3 


All pleadings, testimony, proofs, arguments of counsel and findings 
or awards of commissioners or umpire, filed before or arrived at by 
the mixed commission above referred to, are to be placed in evidence 
before the court hereinbefore provided for, together with all corre- 
spondence between the two countries relating to the subject-matter 
involved in this arbitration; originals or copies thereof duly certified 
by the Departments of State of the high contracting Parties being 
presented to said new tribunal. Where printed books are referred to 
in evidence by either party, the party offering the same shall specify 
volume, edition and page of the portion desired to be read, and shall 
furnish the court in print the extracts relied upon; their accuracy being 
attested by affidavit. If the original work is not already on file as a 
portion of the record of the former mixed commission, the book itself 
shall be placed at the disposal of the opposite party in the respective 
offices of the Secretary of State or of the Mexican Ambassador in 
Washington, as the case may be, thirty days before the meeting of the 
tribunal herein provided for. 

4 


Either party may demand from the other the discovery of any fact 
or of any document deemed to be or to contain material evidence for 
the party asking it; the document desired to be described with suffi- 
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cient accuracy for identification, and the demanded discovery shall be 
made by delivering a statement of the fact or by depositing a copy 
of such document (certified by its lawful custodian, if it be a public 
document, and verified as such by the possessor, if a private one), 
and the opposite party shall be given the opportunity to examine the 
original in the City of Washington at the Department of State, or at 
the office of the Mexican Ambassador, as the case may be. If notice 
of the desired discovery be given too late to be answered ten days 
before the tribunal herein provided for shall sit for hearing, then the 
answer desired thereto shall be filed with or documents produced 
before the court herein provided for as speedily as possible. 


5 


Any oral testimony additional to that in the record of the former 
arbitration may be taken by either party before any judge, or clerk 
of court of record, or any notary public, in the manner and with the 
precautions and conditions prescribed for that purpose in the rules 
of the joint commission of the United States of America, and the Re- 
public of Mexico, as ordered and adopted by that tribunal August 10, 
1869, and so far as the same may be applicable. The testimony when 
reduced to writing, signed by the witness, and authenticated by the 
officer before whom the same is taken, shall be sealed up, addressed to 
the court constituted hereby, and deposited so sealed up in the Depart- 
ment of State of the United States, or in the Department of Foreign 
Relations of Mexico to be delivered to the court herein provided for 
when the same shall convene. 


6 


Within sixty days from the date hereof the United States of 
America, through their agent or counsel, shall prepare and furnish 
to the Department of State aforesaid, a memorial in print of the origin 
and amount of their claim, accompanied by references to printed 
books, and to such portions of the proofs or parts of the record of the 
former arbitration, as they rely on in support of their claim, deliver- 
ing copies of the same to the Embassy of the Republic of Mexico in 
Washington, for the use of the agent or counsel of Mexico. 


7 


Within forty days after the delivery thereof to the Mexican Em- 
bassy the agent or counsel for the Republic of Mexico shall deliver 
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to the Department of State of the United States of America in the 
same manner and with like references a statement of its allegations 
and grounds of opposition to said claim. 


8 


The provisions of paragraphs 6 and 7 shall not operate to prevent 
the agents or counsel for the parties hereto from relying at the hearing 
or submission upon any documentary or other evidence which may 
have become open to their investigation and examination at a period 
subsequent to the times provided for service of memorial and answer. 


9 


The first meeting of the arbitral court hereinbefore provided for 
shall take place for the selection of an umpire on September 1, 1902, 
at The Hague in the quarters which may be provided for such purpose 
by the International Bureau at The Hague, constituted by virtue of 
the Hague Convention hereinbefore referred to, and for the com- 
mencement of its hearings September 15, 1902, is designated, or, if an 
umpire may not be selected by said date, then as soon as possible 
thereafter, and not later than October 15, 1902, at which time and 
place and at such other times as the court may set (and at Brussels 
if the court should determine not to sit at The Hague) explanations 
and arguments shall be heard or presented as the court may deter- 
mine, and the cause be submitted. The submission of all arguments, 
statements of facts, and documents shall be concluded within thirty 
days after the time provided for the meeting of the court for hearing 
(unless the court shall order an extension of not to exceed thirty days) 
and its decision and award announced within thirty days after such 
conclusion, and certified copies thereof delivered to the agents or 
counsel of the respective parties and forwarded to the Secretary of 
State of the United States and the Mexican Ambassador at Washing- 
ton, as well as filed with the Netherland Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


10 


Should the decision and award of the tribunal be against the Re- 
public of Mexico, the findings shall state the amount and in what cur- 
rency the same shall be payable, and shall be for such amount as under 
the contentions and evidence may be just. Such final award, if any, 
shall be paid to the Secretary of State of the United States of America 
within eight months from the date of its making. 
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11 


The agents and counsel for the respective parties may stipulate for 
the admission of any facts, and such stipulation, duly signed, shall be 
accepted as proof thereof. 


12 


Each of the parties hereto shall pay its own expenses, and one-half 
of the expenses of the arbitration, including the pay of the arbitrators ; 
but such costs shall not constitute any part of the judgment. 


13 


Revision shall be permitted as provided in Article 55 of the Hague 
Convention, demand for revision being made within eight days after 
announcement of the award. Proofs upon such demand shall be sub- 
mitted within ten days after revision be allowed (revision only being 
granted, if at all, within five days after demand therefor) and counter- 
proofs within the following ten days, unless further time be granted 
by the court. Arguments shall be submitted within ten days after the 
presentation of all proofs, and a judgment or award given within ten 
days thereafter. All provisions applicable to the original judgment or 
award shall apply as far as possible to the judgment or award on re- 
vision. Provided, that all proceedings on revision shall be in the 
French language. 

14 


The award ultimately given hereunder shall be final and conclusive 
as to the matters presented for consideration. 
Done in duplicate in English and Spanish at Washington, this 22d 
day of May, A. D. 1902. 
Joun Hay [SEAL] 
M. DE AZPIROZ [SEAL] 


ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Convention between the United States of America and the Republic 
of Mexico for the Adjustment of Claims—Concluded July 4, 1868+ 


Whereas it is desirable to maintain and increase the friendly feel- 
ings between the United States and the Mexican Republic, and so to 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, vol. 15, p. 679. 


THE PIOUS FUND CASE 13 


strengthen the system and principles of Republican Government on 
the American Continent; and whereas since the signature of the 
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo of the 2d of February, 1848, claims 
and complaints have been made by citizens of the United States, on 
account of injuries to their persons and their property by authorities 
of that Republic, and similar claims and complaints have been made 
on account of injuries to the persons and property of Mexican citizens 
by authorities of the United States, the President of the United States 
of America and the President of the Mexican Republic have resolved 
to conclude a Convention for the adjustment of the said claims and 
complaints and have named as their plenipotentiaries : 

The President of the United States, William H. Seward, Secretary 
of State; 

And the President of the Mexican Republic, Matias Romero, ac- 
credited as Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of the 
Mexican Republic to the United States; who, after having communi- 
cated to each other their respective full powers, found in good and due 
form, have agreed to the following articles: 


ARTICLE 1 


All claims on the part of corporations, companies or private indi- 
viduals, citizens of the United States, upon the government of the 
Mexican Republic, arising from injuries to their persons or property 
by authorities of the Mexican Republic, and all claims on the part of 
corporations, companies or private individuals, citizens of the Mexican 
Republic, upon the government of the United States, arising from 
injuries to their persons or property by authorities of the United 
States, which may have been presented to either government for its 
interposition with the other since the signature of the Treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo between the United States and the Mexican Re- 
public of the 2d of February, 1848, and which yet remain unsettled, 
as well as any other such claims which may be presented within the 
time hereinafter specified, shall be referred to two commissioners, one 
to be appointed by the President of the United States by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, and one by the President of the 
Mexican Republic. In case of the death, absence or incapacity of 
either commissioner, or in the event of either commissioner omitting 
or ceasing to act as such, the President of the United States or the 
President of the Mexican Republic respectively shall forthwith name 
another person to act as commissioner in the place or stead of the 
commissioner originally named. 
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The commissioners so named, shall meet at Washington within six 
months after the exchange of the ratifications of this Convention, and 
shall, before proceeding to business, make and subscribe a solemn 
declaration that they will impartially and carefully examine and decide, 
to the best of their judgment, and according to public law, justice and 
equity, without fear, favor or affection to their own country, upon all 
such claims above specified as shall be laid before them on the part 
of the Governments of the United States and of the Mexican Republic 
respectively; and such declaration shall be entered on the record of 
their proceedings. 

The commissioners shall then name some third person to act as an 
umpire in any case or cases on which they may themselves differ in 
opinion. If they should not be able to agree upon the name of such 
third person, they shall each name a person, and in each and every 
case in which the commissioners may differ in opinion as to the deci- 
sion which they ought to give, it shall be determined by lot which of 
the two persons so named shall be umpire in that particular case. The 
person or persons so to be chosen to be umpire shall, before proceed- 
ing to act as such in any case, make and subscribe a solemn declaration 
in a form similar to that which shall already have been made and sub- 
scribed by the commissioners, which shall be entered on the record of 
their proceedings. In the event of the death, absence, or incapacity of 
such person or persons, or of his or their omitting, or declining, or 
ceasing to act as such umpire, another and different person shall be 
named, as aforesaid, to act as such umpire, in the place of the person 
so originally named, as aforesaid, and shall make and subscribe such 
declaration, as aforesaid. 

ARTICLE 2 


The commissioners shall then conjointly proceed to the investigation 
and decision of the claims which shall be presented to their notice, in 
such order and in such manner as they may conjointly think proper, 
but upon such evidence or information only as shall be furnished by 
or on behalf of their respective governments. They shall be bound to 
receive and peruse all written documents or statements which may be 
presented to them by or on behalf of their respective governments in 
support of or in answer to any claim, and to hear, if required, one 
person on each side on behalf of each government on each and every 
separate claim. Should they fail to agree in opinion upon any indi- 
vidual claim, they shall call to their assistance the umpire whom they 
may have agreed to name, or who may be determined by lot, as the 
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case may be; and such umpire, after having examined the evidence 
adduced for and against the claim, and after having heard, if required, 
one person on each side as aforesaid, and consulted with the commis- 
sioners, shall decide thereupon finally and without appeal. The deci- 
sion of the commissioners and of the umpire shall be given upon each 
claim in writing, shall designate whether any sum which may be 
allowed shall be payable in gold or in the currency of the United 
States, and shall be signed by them respectively. It shall be competent 
for each government to name one person to attend the commissioners 
as agent on its behalf, to present and support claims on its behalf, 
and to answer claims made upon it, and to represent it generally in 
all matters connected with the investigation and decision thereof. 

The President of the United States of America and the President 
of the Mexican Republic hereby solemnly and sincerely engage to con- 
sider the decision of the commissioners conjointly or of the umpire, as 
the case may be, as absolutely final and conclusive upon each claim 
decided upon by them or him respectively, and to give full effect to 
such decisions without any objection, evasion, or delay whatsoever. 

It is agreed that no claim arising out of a transaction of a date prior 
to the 2d of February, 1848, shall be admissible under this convention. 


ARTICLE 3 


Every claim shall be presented to the commissioners within eight 
months from the day of their first meeting, unless in any case where 
reasons for delay shall be established to the satisfaction of the com- 
missioners, or of the umpire in the event of the commissioners differ- 
ing in opinion thereupon, and then and in any such case the period 
for presenting the claim may be extended to any time not exceeding 
three months longer. 

The commissioners shall be bound to examine and decide upon every 
claim within two years and six months from the day of their first 
meeting. It shall be competent for the commissioners conjointly, or 
for the umpire if they differ, to decide in each case whether any claim 
has or has not been duly made, preferred and laid before them, either 
wholly or to any and what extent, according to the true intent and 
meaning of this Convention. 


ARTICLE 4 


When decisions shall have been made by the commissioners and the 
arbiter in every case which shall have been laid before them, the total 
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amount awarded in all the cases decided in favor of the citizens of the 
one party shall be deducted from the total amount awarded to the 
citizens of the other party, and the balance, to the amount of three 
hundred thousand dollars, shall be paid at the city of Mexico or at 
the city of Washington. in gold or its equivalent, within twelve months 
from the close of the commission, to the government in favor of whose 
citizens the greater amount may have been awarded, without interest 
or any other deduction than that specified in Article 6 of this Conven- 
tion. The residue of the said balance shall be paid in annual instal- 
ments to an amount not exceeding three hundred thousand dollars, in 
gold or its equivalent, in any one year until the whole shall have been 
paid. 
ARTICLE 5 


The high contracting Parties agree to consider the result of the pro- 
ceedings of this commission as a full, perfect, and final settlement of 
every claim upon either government arising out of any transaction of 
a date prior to the exchange of the ratifications of the present Con- 
vention; and further engage that every such claim, whether or not 
the same may have been presented to the notice of, made, preferred, 
or laid before the said commission, shall, from and after the conclu- 
sion of the proceedings of the said commission, be considered and 
treated as finally settled, barred, and thenceforth inadmissible. 


ARTICLE 6 


The commissioners and the umpire shall keep an accurate record 
and correct minutes of their proceedings, with the dates. For that 
purpose they shall appoint two secretaries versed in the language of 
both countries to assist them in the transaction of the business of the 
commission. Each government shall pay to its commissioner an 
amount of salary not exceeding forty-five hundred dollars a year in 
the currency of the United States, which amount shall be.the same for 
both governments. The amount of compensation to be paid to the 
umpire shall be determined by mutual consent at the close of the com- 
mission, but necessary and reasonable advances may be made by each 
government upon the joint recommendation of the commission. The 
salary of the secretaries shall not exceed the sum of twenty-five hun- 
dred dollars a year in the currency of the United States. The whole 
expenses of the commission, including contingent expenses, shall be 
defrayed by a ratable deduction on the amount of the sums awarded 
by the commission, provided always, that such deduction shall not ex- 
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ceed five per cent on the sums so awarded. The deficiency, if any, 
shall be defrayed in moieties by the two governments. 


ARTICLE 7 


The present Convention shall be ratified by the President of the 
United States, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate 
thereof, and by the President of the Mexican Republic with the ap- 
probation of the Congress of that Republic, and the ratifications shall 
be exchanged at Washington within nine months from the date hereof, 
or sooner if possible. 

In witness whereof the respective plenipotentiaries have signed the 
same and have affixed thereto the seals of their arms. 

Done at Washington, the fourth day of July, in the year of our Lord 
one thousand eight hundred and sixty-eight. 

WitiiAM H. Sewarp [L. S.] 
M. RoMERO Flee 


Opinion of Mr. Wadsworth, in the original Pious Fund Case before 
the Umted States and Mexican Claims Commission of 1868+ 
The commissioners having differed in opinion in this case, Mr. Com- 

missioner Wadsworth delivered the following opinion: 

The “Pious Fund of the Californias,” was founded by a private 
charity, in aid of Christian missions in the Californias, Lower and 
Upper, for the purpose of spreading amongst their savage inhabitants 
the gospel according to the tenets of the Roman Catholic Church. 
The objects sought and pointed out by the founders, were exclusively 
charitable and religious, and not political. 

They devoted their gifts to the conversion of the heathen in those 
territories for the glory of God, as they supposed, and not for the 
aggrandizement of the State. The latter was to be incidentally bene- 
fited by these missionary labors, but this, certainly, did not enter into 
the thoughts of the zealous men and women who disinherited their 
own heirs, for the sake of the savages of the Californias. 

The fund never did, and does not now belong to the State, and the 
latter, be it said to its credit, never at any time claimed it, or avowed a 
purpose to divert it from the direction given it by its founders. 


1United States and Mexican Claims Commission, Opinions (MS. Dep’t of 
State), vol. v, p. 84. 
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Plainly enough, in the beginning, it was to be devoted in aid of a 
Roman Catholic Missionary Church in the Californias, under the ex- 
clusive control of the Jesuit fathers, for the spread of the Catholic 
faith amongst the inhabitants of these lands. Accordingly, the fund 
was continuously controlled and administered by the Jesuits, as its 
appointed trustees, until their expulsion from New Spain. When this 
took place, there was no longer any trustee to administer the fund. But 
equity never suffers a trust to fail for the want of a trustee, and under 
these circumstances, the sovereign, who by one of those useful fictions 
is held to be a fountain of justice and a sort of inner sanctuary of 
equity, took the place of the trustees whom he had extinguished, until 
he again provided for the more appropriate administration of the 
fund by the hands of the head of the Missionary Church of the Cali- 
fornias, who was at once president of the mission and Bishop of the 
Diocese, and when finally, the Mexican Government again took pos- 
session of the fund, under the decree of October 24, 1842, it took and 
held it as a trustee, as the decree of February 8, 1842, declared, “to 
fulfil the purpose proposed by the donor in the civilization and con- 
version of the savages,” of the Californias. And the decree of October 
24, 1842, declared that the action of the Government in resuming the 
administration was “intended to fulfil most faithfully the objects de- 
signed by the founders.” This act calls it the “Pious Fund of the 
Californias,” and with no propriety can it be called in any sense a 
political fund, unless it is intended thereby to affirm that the State 
at the time considered the spread of the Christian religion, under the 
direction of the Church, a national or political affair. 

I think it therefore plain that by the decree of October 1842, the 
fund was still to be devoted to the aid of the missionary labors of the 
same Church in the Californias, and that its annual income was to be 
expended by that Church for missionary purposes in the Californias; 
that is, for the conversion of the heathen. This is what the decrees 
of the Government mean, if we are to give them any reading consist- 
ent with honesty and good faith; and we are not at liberty to give 
them any other. The State then became a mere trustee of funds, pro- 
vided by private charity, to be expended for missionary purposes in a 
particular field of labor, under the direction of a particular religious 
organization: it should punctually pay the annual income to this re- 
ligious organization, to be expended in the work of converting the 
heathen of the two Californias, for I think it is evident that the Cali- 
fornias are still full of heathen, and that the number has increased on 
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the whole, since in addition to the autochthones and the Europeans 
dwelling there, Asia has contributed the “Heathen Chinese.” 

If a private individual held the fund the courts would compel him 
to pay the interest to the Church, which, although its missions have 
been abolished as organized by its priests, the Jesuits, still labors in 
that missionary field for the conversion of the savages. Nothing else 
can be done with the fund to carry out the object of the founders, and 
this is so near, and indeed so nearly identical with the ancient charity, 
that it is not necessary to frame a scheme for its administration. 

The question then is how shall the income of the fund be appor- 
tioned between the two Californias, and what does it amount to in the 
aggregate, 

It is claimed in the argument of the agent of Mexico, indeed, that 
the Upper California lost all interest in the fund by reason of the 
cession to the United States of that territory, but I can not perceive 
how this fact can change the direction given to the fund by the found- 
ers. If both the Californias had been ceded to the United States, 
would the beneficiaries have lost all interest in the fund provided by 
private zeal for their conversion? This was not claimed when Spain 
lost the Californias, or when the Philippine Islands claimed a share 
in the fund, and I do not see how it can affect the fund at all. The 
cession did not affect civil rights, or the interests of private property. 
Whether the estate was legal or equitable, an inhabitant of Upper 
California, having an estate or interest in property situated in Mexico, 
or a fund located there, had the same estate or interest after cession 
as before. It is also an error to hold that the cession dissolved cor- 
porations before created by the laws of the territory, whether these 
were sole or aggregate, public or private, lay or ecclesiastical. 

I am clearly of opinion, that whatever right or interest in the fund 
pertained to the Church in Upper California in aid of its missionary 
work before, remained to it after the cession, unaffected and unim- 
paired. 

The Californias were entitled to the benefits of the whole fund to 
be expended by the Church laboring in that field, first under the 
Jesuits and after their expulsion, under such other priests or officers 
of the same faith as the Church might authorize, and the State tolerate. 

When it becomes necessary to divide the income, and to set apart 
the proportion to be expended in each of the Californias, how shall 
this income be divided? In my opinion it must be divided; that is, 
each of the Californias, must take a moiety. I do not know how else 
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to apportion it, and do not see any fact calling for a different division. 
If we look at the population of each territory at the time of the ces- 
sion, we discover no great disparity. Besides, I do not conceive that 
because a charitable fund is to be devoted to missionary work in two 
districts of country, that this gives an interest to each in proportion to 
population. On the contrary, when it became necessary to divide the 
bequest made by Dofia Juefa Paula de Argiielles to the missions in 
China and New Spain, the courts divided it equally between the 
Philippine Islands and New Spain, the population being ignored. 

I take the report of Pedro Ramirez, of February 28, 1842, upon the 
condition of the fund made to Ignacio de Cubas (Exhibit A to the 
deposition of José Maria de Romo Jesus) as a sufficiently accurate 
and satisfactory account. 

According to this, the Government at that date owed the fund the 
sum of 


$1,082,078.00 

But deduct:a bad sdept?. Vows ws Cate eee athe this 7,000.00 

Leaves in the Treasury balance.............. $1,075.078.00 
Individuals owed the fund...... $118,739.00 
Badedebts. Ofta ds kat venoiacciciss 46,617.00 

ja aes 72,122.00 
Rent of the estate of Ibarra..... $2,000.00 
Rent of Nos. 11 & 12 Tergara St. 2,625.00 

Three estates rented to Sefior 

Belatzarani for aieiea seuss 12,705.00 
otal rents. tint tos heen eee $17,330.00 

Equal at six per cent to a capital of........ 288,833.00 

Potal?oF thefand ht R Re SOAS aOR $1,436,033.00 


It will be seen, that I take no account of the Estate of Cienega del 
Pastor, because it was attached and held by Sefior Jauregui for a large 
debt, and there is no evidence in this record, that the Government 
ever obtained the property, or derived any benefit from it. 

By the decree of October 24, 1842, the public treasury acknowledged 
an indebtedness to the “Pious Fund of the Californias,” of six per 
cent per annum, on the total proceeds of the sales, and pledged the 
revenues from the tobacco for the payment of the income. This pledge 
was never kept, but the revenue from the tobacco was otherwise ap- 
propriated by the Government. Nevertheless, there is an acknowl- 
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edged indebtedness of six per cent on the capital of the fund payable 
annually. This amounts to the sum of $86,161.98 and the first instal- 
ment was due October 24, 1848, for which, according to my views, 
claimants can have any award here, and the last instalment fell due 
October 24, 1868, because the next falling due after F ebruary, 1869, 
can not be awarded by this commission. 

This gives for twenty-one years, a grand total of $1,809,401.58, one 
moiety of which belongs to claimants to be used in aid of the mission- 
ary labors of the Church in Upper California, for the conversion of the 
heathen. 

The beneficiaries of this moiety of the fund are in Upper Cali- 
fornia, citizens of the United States by the treaty of cession. They 
can not receive the benefit of the fund according to the will of the 
founders, except through the ministry of the Roman Catholic Church 
in Upper California, empowered by the Church at Rome to preach, 
convert and baptize the heathen of that land. But as the Roman 
Catholic ecclesiastical corporations sole and the beneficiaries of the 
fund are there, and all [are] citizens of the United States by the treaty 
of cession and the law of the place, and as the United States appears 
before this commission claiming redress for and on behalf of “the 
Roman Catholic Church of the State of California and of its clergy, 
laity and all persons actually or potentially within its fold and entitled 
to its ministration, and all others beneficially interested in the trust 
estate,’ we have before us undoubtedly all persons interested in the 
fund; and as the award is made to the United States, that Power will 
be responsible for the proper disbursement of the sum received; and 
its courts of justice will not ask our leave to settle and adjust the 
rights of all parties claiming, or to claim the same. 

I see therefore no difficulty in the way of awarding to the United 
States whatever sum may be justly due from the Government of 
Mexico since the date of the treaty of cession. Certainly justice and 
equity call loudly on the Mexican Government to pay according to its 
pledged faith. 

The annual income of the “Pious Fund of the Californias,” to the 
Ministers responsible for its faithful disbursement in the Californias, 
for the conversion of their inhabitants, according to the will of the 
pious founders. The fund does not belong to the Government of 
Mexico, not a dollar of it. It is private property sacredly devoted, by 
the piety of a past age, to Christian charity, and fortified against 
political spoliation by all the sanctions of religion and all the obliga- 


tions of good faith. 
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But the magnitude of the labors of this commission will not allow 
me time to go into the further discussion of this interesting and im- 
portant case. I must content myself with the declaration of my pur- 
pose to respect the wishes of the pious people of the olden times, with 
reference to their own property, devoted according to the laws then in 
force, to objects of their own selection. 

It is my decision, that the Government of Mexico pay to that of 
the United States, in the gold coin of the latter, with interest at the 
rate of six per cent per annum, from the 24th of October, 1868, to the 
close of the labors of this commission, for and on behalf of the claim- 
ants, the sum of nine hundred and four thousand and seven hundred 
dollars, and seventy-nine cents ($904,700.79) and $100 for printing 
and proofs. 


Opinion of Mr. Zamacona, in the original Pious Fund Case before 
the United States and Mexican Claims Commission of 1868.2 


The commissioners having differed in opinion in this case, Mr. Com- 
missioner Zamacona delivered the following opinion: 

The question raised by these claimants has a certain aspect of his- 
torical investigation, for it is impossible that persons versed in the 
history of the conquest of Mexico who know the system and means 
employed by the Government of Spain to carry that great undertaking 
to its completion, should be unacquainted with the national and strictly 
Mexican character of the resources which the Bishops of Upper Cali- 
fornia claim as if they were an appendage of that province, transmis- 
sible by virtue of the treaty by which it was ceded to the United States. 
At times an incorrect denomination is the cause of transcendental er- 
rors. That is the case with the phrase employed to designate the ele- 
ments with which the Spaniards carried out the conquest of certain 
territories situated on the northwest of Mexico. With an impropriety, 
of which the spirit of the epoch is the explanation, those resources 
were called “The Pious Fund of California” (el fondo piadoso de 
California) and this must have been one of the principal causes of 
the errors which the present claim involves, and which consists [sic] 
in the claimants, believing that the constituent elements of that fund, 
so-called, belongs, notwithstanding its national character, its many 
transformations and its dilution, so to say, in the treasury of Mexico, 
to the Catholic Church of Upper California. 


1United States and Mexican Claims Commission, Opinions (MS. Dep’t of 
State), vol. v, p. 90. 
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The conquest of that country and of the Peninsula which is still 
retained by Mexico under the name of Lower California was under- 
taken by the Spanish Government with the same means by which the 
extension of its conquest in America was accomplished. The first acts 
of occupation and possession performed by the delegates of the mon- 
arch used to have the form of material acts supported by arms; but 
at a later time, there irradiated from that nucleus in which the Spanish 
flag had been planted, expeditions, apparently of a religious character, 
which were nothing more than a complement of conquest of little cost 
in money or blood. It passes for a proverb among those who have 
profitably studied the conquest of New Spain, that the history of that 
important event can only be found in the chronicles of the convents, 
and mention is made even of the various religious orders which re- 
spectively and successively conquered the provinces of Mexico. To 
the end of carrying the authority of the Spanish Government to the 
northwestern end of the country, the same method was applied, with 
this difference, that a more marked and prominent part was assigned 
to the priests charged with making the reduction (la reduccién). The 
use of this term suggests an observation which ought not to be omitted, 
namely, that the aspect, in a certain way political, of the labors of the 
missionaries in Mexico is reflected upon even the locutions used to 
express their work, and that the tendency of this work was not less to 
conquer souls for the Catholic faith than subjects for the monarchs 
of Spain. 

The Jesuits took this undertaking under their charge in regard to 
the Californias; their order had acquired a great development in the 
Spanish Colonies of America and represented not only a great and 
religious power, but a great monetary power. At a certain time, cor- 
porations of that kind, not only in Mexico, but even in Spain, united 
to the functions of agents of the political power those of institutions 
of credit, and they were soon to distribute the capital they had ac- 
cumulated, thanks to their great influence over the consciences, not 
only in the sphere of industry but in that of Government. 

The Government of Spain had little means when the conquest of the 
Californias was planned. Some attempts had been made in that direc- 
tion by means of naval expeditions, but without result, and the vice- 
roys of New Spain decided to avail themselves of the opportunity of- 
fered them by the Jesuits who were willing to take upon themselves 
continuation of the work and the raising of the means required by it. 
The acceptance of this offer is the starting point of the missions of 
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Lower California and the explanatory key with which their true char- 
acter can be disclosed. 

Here we meet with another term which may mislead such as are 
only acquainted with what is generally designated with the name of 
missions, and especially the missions organized in this country by 
some religious or benevolent societies. Reflecting upon the same his- 
tory which the claimants give us of the missions of California, it 
must be recognized that they were institutions of an anomalous and 
equivocal character, and that in them civil, military and political aspect 
predominated over the religious. Further on we shall have occasion 
to demonstrate this; for the moment it suffices to say that the solici- 
tude of the Jesuits and their arrangements calculated to extend the 
influence and labors of their order to California were all with the 
Government of Mexico, that they implied the mission of making a 
conquest for the Spanish metropolis, and that the acts and practical 
means being required to conform to this point of departure, the said 
Jesuits presented themselves in Lower California less as apostles than 
as delegates of the Government, invested with political and military 
powers and with such prerogatives in the matter of administration and 
war as were far from complying with the simple character of. mis- 
sionaries. 

In furtherance of that arrangement the Jesuits obtained impor- 
tant donations for the enterprise which the Government of the Vice- 
roy had intrusted to them, and with the consent of the latter they ad- 
ministered and invested the means thus obtained. 

That was the condition of things until the Society of Jesus was ex- 
pulsed from the Spanish dominions and at a later time extinguished, 
there being marked, as we shall see further on, during all this initial 
period of the missions, two circumstances which are very important 
for the decision of this case. 

Ist. The military, political and administrative functions performed 
by the missionaries. : 

2d. Their dependency on the Spanish Government and of its dele- 
gates sent to Mexico and known by the name of viceroys. 

The Jesuits once expulsed and extinguished and their temporal con- 
cerns occupied, everything relating to the missions of California came 
into the hands of the Government, not only by virtue of its rights but 
because the circumstances did not permit to act otherwise. 

The Government was the only one who could substitute those priests 
in the administration of the institutions which had been founded in 
California and of the means intended for their maintenance. The 
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claimants who, casting a retrospective glance on the acts of the civil 
power in regard to the missions in question, censure very ancient 
transactions which neither they nor we are called upon to qualify, do 
not take notice that independently of the right, the interest of civiliza- 
tion and order required that the Government of Mexico should sub- 
stitute itself in the place of the extinguished Jesuits in regard to 
the establishment to which the case refers. 

So it happened, and the Colonial Government of Mexico, without 
contradiction, without claim on the part of the ecclesiastical author- 
ity, took entire control of the missions of California, so-called, and 
put them in charge of other religious orders. 

The latter assumed the management of them, and acknowledged by 
many acts the mandate and the delegation on the part of the civil 
power. It is to be observed that in the keeping of the missions, after 
they were founded, the private donations were confounded, although 
not in equal proportions with the subsidies of the Government, and 
that the expenses required by them were considered as a burden of the 
public treasury. 

When Mexico conquered her independence things continued on the 
same footing, and the executive and legislative power of the Republic 
continued without contradiction to arrange everything relating to the 
establishment founded in California. The position in which the Gov- 
ernment of Mexico was in regard to that power, received even the 
sanction of some judicial decisions given in cases relative to some of 
the most important legacies made in favor of the missions. In said 
decisions not only the interest belonging to the mission was deter- 
mined, but it was also declared that that interest remained at the dis- 
posal of the Government (see document 36, page 6°). 

The administration of the fund in dispute sustained many changes 
since the end of the war of independence in Mexico, until the treaty 
of peace with the United States was concluded in 1848. Religious 
corporations, officers appointed by the authorities, boards of a lay 
character also appointed by the Government, and, finally, the Epis- 
copal prelate of the Californias converted into a bishopric, had in suc- 
cession the administration of said fund, but in all the phases of that 
administration the supremacy and superior authority of the Govern- 
ment was recognized. 

The reference just made to the bishopric established in California 
in 1836, brings to the memory of the undersigned a circumstance very 


1Not printed. 
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important for the decision of this case. As will be seen further on, 
since the conquest of the Californias was undertaken, when the fund 
of the missions was consolidated, when its administration was, in 
some cases, modified, when the bishopric was erected, and especially 
when the latter occurrence took place, it was given to understand by 
the missionaries, by the donors, by the Government, and even by the 
Bishop, when he made some complaints in regard to the Pious Fund, 
that the missions, their dotation, their arrangement, their administra- 
tion, had among other objects that of protecting the possession of the 
Californias, first for the Crown of Spain and then for the Republic 
of Mexico, against the progressive danger arising from the vicinity 
of the United States. It is proper to observe here by the way, 
without prejudice to a more ample elucidation of this point, that it 
would be an absurdity to pretend, as these claimants do, that the ele- 
ments which the Mexican Government employed to avoid the loss of 
Upper California should now be transferred to a society subsequently 
organized in the country by which that province was conquered. 

It would be almost the same as if Russia [sic.] should keep France 
perpetually bound to pay the expenses of the fortifications which the 
latter nation vainly erected in Alsace and Lorraine for the defense of 
those provinces. Now again to the history of the fund. After the 
Government of Mexico placed it for its administration in the hands 
of the bishop who had been created by it, it withdrew from him such 
a commission, and, finally, the incorporation of the fund in the national 
treasury was decreed. At the same time it was ordered that a sum 
amounting to six per cent of the incorporated property should be an- 
nually applied to the objects for which the said fund had been estab- 
lished. Some of the estates in which the fund consisted were alien- 
ated, by virtue of said order, in favor of individuals. Subsequently, 
when, in consequence of one of the changes so frequent at that time 
in the Mexican politics, the spirit of the Government changed, it was 
decreed that the sale of said property should be stopped, and that that 
which still remained unsold should be delivered back to the Bishop of 
California. 

This property must have been very small, because, as will be seen 
in the course of this opinion, the so-called Pious Fund of California 
had for a long time, and especially during the war for independence, 
sustained great and progressive detriments. The war with the United 
States came soon after the last-mentioned measures were taken. A 
portion of the Californias was occupied by the American Government 
even before the treaty of Guadalupe was concluded. By this treaty 
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Mexico ceded the territory of which she had already been dispossessed. 
The Mexican Bishopric of the two Californias ceased to exist, as also 
the local interests which the Government, seconded by the Church, had 
promoted in that part of the Republic, and things continued in the 
same condition after the peace with the United States was concluded. 
Now an ecclesiastical corporation newly organized in Upper Cali- 
fornia, in the bosom of the American nationality, in conformity with 
the laws of one of its States, in short, the Catholic Association of 
Upper California represented by its bishops (some of whom are of 
recent creation) pretend that Mexico should pay to them the interests 
of the so-called “Pious Fund,” estimating them at their pleasure, and 
deducting only an insignificant fraction for the sake of the rights 
recognized in the Catholics of Lower California; in order to estab- 
lish such a claim before us, the facts, or to say better, their character 
has been adulterated in the memorial. This adulteration may not be 
intentional, but can not fail to be noticed by any one who has read the 
documents in this case. The fund whose interests are claimed is de- 
scribed in the memorial as a foundation made for the precise and ex- 
clusive purpose of supporting the Catholic Church of the Californias, 
and everything is omitted which refers to the civil and political objects 
which presided over the first mission sent and the collection of the 
resources necessary for their sustenance. 

In treating of the part which the Mexican Government took in the 
administration of those resources the real condition of things is in- 
verted, because that Government is represented as possessor and ad- 
ministrator in the name of the Church, when the opposite is a truth 
which reflects on every part of the transaction, above all after the ex- 
pulsion of the Jesuits. It was not the Mexican Government who re- 
ceived the funds in question from the Fernandinos and Dominicans 
and from the Bishop Garcia Diego to attend to their keeping and 
administration; on the contrary, those religious orders and that pre- 
late took under their charge said administration as delegates of the 
Government of Mexico, who at certain times placed it in the hands of 
corporations and functionaries strictly civil. Upon the basis of this 
false precedent, the incorporation in the national treasury as ordered 
and carried into effect in the year ’42 is described as a wrongful act 
by which the Government substituted itself, authoritatively and ar- 
bitrarily, in the place of the Bishop of California, and all is disre- 
garded that relates to the antecedents showing the civil and political 
interest connected with the missions and their fund and with the views 
of the Government, of the donors and even of the Church; views 
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which were not confined to definite localities, but referred, as will be 
seen further on, to the conquest of provinces distant from California. 

It is, then, easy to see what ratification the incorrect history made 
of this affair in the memorial requires. It is necessary to repeat that 
the undertaking of the first missionaries in California was more of 
the Government than of the Church; that the persons of whom dona- 
tions were obtained made them for establishments already founded 
for the principal and known purpose of continuing and consolidating 
the Spanish conquests in the northwestern part of Mexico, that the 
funds donated were originally placed in charge of the Jesuits, who had 
ample freedom of administration and were exempt from giving ac- 
counts; and that after the expulsion and extinction of that order, the 
Spanish Government first, and that of Mexico afterwards, substituted 
themselves in the place of the Jesuits. The fact that they had, dur- 
ing a certain period, their functions delegated in the monks of San 
Fernando and Santo Domingo and in the Bishop of California, does 
not take from the institutions or the interests connected with them 
what they have of national and civil [sic] ; nor was that fact ever re- 
garded by the religious orders and the Bishop in Mexico as a proof 
that they possessed and administered in their own right. 

We also notice in the claimants’ memorial a certain tendency to ap- 
preciate, to censure and to claim, in regard to former acts of the 
Spanish and Mexican Governments, without knowing that whatever 
the character and importance of those acts may have been, they can 
not constitute a proper subject for reclamation, as their date is an- 
terior to the treaty of Guadalupe, by which Mexico and the United 
States agreed to consider all their national claims as settled. [Sic.] 
Whatever may be the measures by which in [sic] the position to 
which its original intervention in the organization of the missions and 
its substitution in the place of the Jesuits entitled it, this is not a 
proper subject to be submitted to discussion before us. The logical 
and legal starting-point from which to appreciate the rights alleged 
by these claimants is the condition of things at the time when the 
treaty of Guadalupe was concluded. 

That situation implied a supreme power greater, as to the adminis- 
tration and investment of funds, than that which the Jesuits had 
exercised. The Mexican Government always showed great respect 
towards the will of those who bequeathed property for the reduc- 
- tion of the natives in the western part of Mexico. And there is 
no reason why the said Government, placed as it is in the same place 
which the first missionaries occupied, could not claim, with the same 
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right, that it is exempt, in conformity with the will of the donors, from 
the obligation of giving account in regard to the administration and 
investment of the fund to which the present case refers. 

The question raised by the claimants is not a question of facts. 
They really agree with the advocate of Mexico in the history of the 
affair and apply to the same sources to establish the precedents of 
the case. They only differ in regard to certain secondary points and 
as to the flattering calculations about the importance of the funds the 
interests of which are claimed by these prelates. The question, there- 
fore, consists in the appreciation of facts in which the two interested 
parties agree, or to say better, in the philosophy of the history related 
by both. 

In that history Mexico sees the antecedents of an affair in which 
the civil and political character prevails, whereas the present Bishops 
of California do not see in all that relates to the missions maintained 
there by the Spanish and Mexican Governments anything else than 
a work essentially and exclusively religious and an interest of a local 
character connected, by an indissoluble and perpetual bond, with the 
dignitaries of the Catholic Church in those regions. 

After a little reflection we can see how incorrect that judgment of 
the claimants is, and that in the foundation, organization of re- 
sources and administration in question there is much more of a 
temporal than of a spiritual and religious character; much more of 
national and Mexican than of a philanthropic or local interest. 

Two circumstances have led the claimants into error, which ought 
to be taken in consideration by him does not want to make, as they 
do, false appreciations. 

One of them which has been already pointed out refers to the re- 
ligious means used by the Spanish Government to colonize and extend 
its dominions. Without bearing in mind this undeniable fact we run 
the risk of regarding the conquest and colonization of the Spanish 
America, but as a spiritual work in which the political power of the 
monarchs of Spain becomes eclipsed before the activity and apostolical 
zeal of the missionaries. It is not necessary to repeat that at the time, 
and especially in the countries treated of here, the preaching and 
propagation of the faith was inter instrumenta regni with this cir- 
cumstance is connected the one of which we spoke before, and which 
refers to that kind of solidarity between Church and State which ex- 
isted in Mexico under the Colonial Government, and a long time after 
that country became independent. 
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This can not be easily understood by those who profess and prac- 
tice the religious theory which recognizes Christ only as the head of 
the Church; but in some Catholic and monarchial countries in the 
eighteenth century there was, besides the visible head represented by 
the pope, a certain ecclesiastical and spiritual authority invested in the 
temporal sovereigns, and to the exercise of this authority correspond 
the prerogatives which the Spanish King defended with so great a 
zeal and which the Government of Mexico inherited and enjoyed for 
some time under the name of royalty. From the two facts just men- 
tioned two consequences are derived which are wery material in this 
case. 

Ist. That it was very easy at that time, owing to the duality of func- 
tions which the civil power performed, to take as acts and work of a 
religious character much that was done in the exercise of the political 
and temporal power. 

2d. That the Spanish as well as the Mexican Catholic Church were 
of a national character, from which it follows that even if it be proved 
that the missions of California, their dotation and administration were 
within the sphere of the Church, it could not be claimed, as these 
claimants do, that the present American Catholic Church of Upper 
California is the heiress and continuator of the Mexican Catholic 
Church. 

This idea will be developed further on, when we shall demonstrate 
that in the institution and in the resources to which this case refers 
not only the temporal interest prevailed, but the material also. It will, 
however, be well to state now in corroboration of what has just been 
said, that when Mexico was mutilated by the separation of Upper 
California, the system was still in force there according to which the 
first magistrate of the nation was a functionary of the religious order 
who intervened in the appointment of bishops, who exercised a kind 
of veto in regard to the ecclesiastical laws, and who, in short, was in a 
thousand ways incorporated in the administration of the Catholic 
Society. The latter having been essentially Mexican in Mexico, it 
must be recognized that when the political power of that country sus- 
tained the loss imposed by the treaty of Guadalupe, a similar loss was 
suffered by the Catholic Church of Mexico, and that as the Govern- 
ment withdrew from California, New Mexico and Texas, so the 
Catholic Church of the Republic also withdrew carrying with it its 
own elements of life and development. 

This, which is natural, is proved by some facts brought to our 
knowledge by the claimants themselves, such as the reconstruction 
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which the Catholic Church has been obliged to undergo in Upper 
California by being organized in conformity with the laws of the 
United States in the matter of corporations. The one which now ex- 
ists there with the name of Catholic Church is not the one which the 
Viceroy of Mexico founded with the assistance of the Society of 
Jesus. So that even if we see in the interests claimed in this case a 
thing belonging to the Church, the claim could not be established by 
the American Catholics of Upper California. But this is doubly true 
because, as we said before, from a historical and philosophical point 
of view the political and temporal character predominated in the 
missions in question. 

When they were planned and began to be founded the Spanish Gov- 
ernment did not appear even in the mere character of propagator of 
the faith which in certain cases is assumed. At that time it had not 
been recognized yet that the political machine is not a good instru- 
ment for the propagation of religious truth. Indeed the rights of 
Spain in the American continent, based upon the bull of Alexander 
the Sixth were conditioned on the propagation of the catholic religion. 
The acts of the Spanish monarch and of his delegates in America, 
then, seemed at times to have a tendency towards that end only, but 
in this matter things went on in a different way, and the viceroys de- 
clared without the least hesitation that they accepted the cooperation 
of the Jesuits to extend the dominions of the Crown. Not only in the 
principle, but in the execution, the characteristic traits of the under- 
taking are revealed, as is also the transformation, so to say, to which 
the missionaries were subjected by being converted into civil magis- 
trates and military chiefs to carry out the work which the Colonial 
Government had authorized them to do. It was when this work was 
in the course of execution, when there existed in California some 
establishments whose relations [were] much closer with the Viceroy 
and the King of Spain than with the Archbishop of Mexico, and could 
not escape notice, that several donations were made for the purpose 
of maintaining those establishments and others of the same kind; and 
in some instances the donor explained in an equivocal manner, that 
it was one of his desires to contribute to the enlargement of the do- 
minions of his sovereign. It can be demonstrated in a thousand ways 
that the missions to which this case refers did not constitute an ec- 
clesiastical and local corporation; but that they were derived from 
the Government of Mexico, their objects being in relation with the 
general interests and with the customs of the country. Certain it is 
that one of those objects was the conversion of the natives to Chris- 
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tianity; but this is not the end, nor the predominant or exclusive in- 
terest which appears in the historical monuments. It was pointed out 
before that the Jesuits made application for the license to found the 
missions not to their superiors in the ecclesiastical order but to the 
civil authority, and that the latter granted the permission in the form 
of an arrangement, in which the purpose of extending and consoli- 
dating the dominions of Spain appears. 

If the present Catholics of California think that they are entitled 
to the means organized for that purpose they might in the same way 
claim the revenues of which the Spanish and the Mexican Govern- 
ments made certain expenses to plant, develop and maintain the power 
of the Government, and the civil administration in the Californias 
(Exhibits Nos. 3, 4 and 5 of defensive evidence). 

There was in the original acts stated and alleged by these claimants 
an undertaking of the temporal power in which the latter took the 
Jesuit missionary as an instrument. See the preamble in the authoriza- 
tions and orders given to them (Exhibit No. 21) and it will be noticed 
that the conquest of the Californias had been already undertaken with- 
out result by means exclusively political and military, and that the 
arrangement between the Viceroy of Mexico and the Society of Jesus 
was the continuation of the same attempt with different means, to the 
power exclusively physical which had failed, they sought to add the 
moral ascendancy of the missionaries and the pecuniary means with 
whose collections the Jesuits had been entrusted, with a view to profit 
by their peculiar skill in the matter. The documents which had been 
cited, in which the preparatory steps, provisions and regulations favor- 
ing the development of the new plan are seen, plainly show that the 
minds of those who contributed to its conception and execution took 
less interest in the philanthropic and abstract object of converting and 
civilizing heathen barbarians, than in the result, much more positive 
and politic, of reducing the natives of California, and of incorporating 
them with the other subjects of Spain. All the authorizations given 
to the Jesuits, refer to points of authority and government. 

In examining this point, the document marked No. 21 in the de- 
fensive evidence, must be read in all its parts. It contains the author- 
ization or arrangement between the Viceroy of Mexico and the So- 
ciety of Jesus, to prosecute the conquest of the Californias, which 
had been attempted and suspended. The Viceroy states that the neces- 
sity of making extraordinary expenses on account of an insurrection 
in the colony, prevented the drawing of resources from the royal 
treasury for an enterprise in which $225,000 had been already ex- 
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pended without fruit, and in consideration of that he accepts the 
proposition that the expenses of the new attempt to submit the natives 
of California should be met through the assistance which several per- 
sons had offered. But further down and indeed in every line of the 
document, it is given to be understood that the work proposed was 
nothing else than the continuation of the conquest attempted before. 
The license reads: “to go into the interior to make the conquest and 
reduction of the infidels.” 

The services rendered by the auxiliaries of the missionaries were 
considered as services done in war, and of the same character as 
those rendered in the conquests already achieved. The document con- 
tains the express clause that all the conquests should be made in the 
name of His Majesty. 

The question being conquests and operations of war, the power of 
organizing and taking soldiers, of appointing and removing officers, 
and of issuing the necessary orders “in the service of His Majesty” 
was included in the authorization. After making provisions in re- 
gard to the objects of conquests, the document provides for the or- 
ganization of the new colony, and the monks are empowered to ap- 
point, “in the name of His Majesty,” authorities who should admin- 
ister justice, and to whom the newly conquered subjects should yield 
obedience. All this is done without prejudice to the approval of the 
sovereign and with the incentive of his gratitude, which is a most elo- 
quent indication that it was the question of his services. 

All the acts of the missionaries, after they arrived in the territories 
where the new plan of conquest was to be developed, have the char- 
acter of a civil, political and military undertaking. Before they planted 
the cross in the territory of California, the flag of the King of Spain 
was hoisted, and all subsequent steps were directed less to establish 
the pulpit and the. preaching, than to organize, according to the in- 
struction of the viceroys, the military and civil power of which the 
Jesuits were the delegates, to take possession of the land in the name 
of the monarch, to fortify the places occupied, to attract there sub- 
jects rather than neophytes, and to appoint and establish judges, and 
other functionaries of the civil and political order. 

In regard to this are also historical monuments which can be seen 
in the defensive evidence. One of them is the letter copied in docu- 
ment No. 22. In it we see the narrative of a true conquest and the 
proper terms used, the missionaries giving to themselves the name of 
conquerors. Relating their success, they state (page 17) that “all that 
land had been conquered, not converted by a few Spaniards.” 
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It is useless to dwell upon the demonstration that the undertaking 
instructed to the missionaries of the Society of Jesus and carried on 
by them, was nothing else than an extension of the Spanish posses- 
sions in America. Although it was stipulated at the beginning that 
the expenses of the work should be met by private donations and that 
the conqueror could not draw against the royal treasury without pre- 
vious consent of the sovereign, some expenses were made by the public 
treasury, and even the viceroys sometimes gave assistance out of 
their own money. Thus it is that we see in everything the religious and 
temporal ends and means confounded, the latter prevailing in most of 
the cases. The undertaking did not lose its original character in the 
course of time. It being attempted in 1697, twenty years later, the 
missionaries and their armed auxiliaries were “very especially recom- 
mended to attend to the advancement of that conquest” (document 
No. 27, page 131). For that purpose it was called to mind (page 2) 
that the former arrangements had for their object “the discovery of 
the provinces of the Califormas and the conversion of the Indians.” 
Here we see again the political object fraternizing with the religious 
zeal, if not palliated by it. The latter is also spoken of in other docu- 
ments, and it certainly exercises a great influence at the time that con- 
quest was undertaken, because the habits and the feelings, sincere or 
affected, of the Spanish monarchs so required. 

Boasting of being delegates of God, they had to show their zeal by 
sending him the souls of their subjects. It suited those times to mix 
in everything religion with politics. This alliance, which was very 
close in the Spanish colonies of America, is also observed in those of 
a different origin. Even in the original colonies which gave birth to 
the United States, we can point out works and objects of a religious 
character in the bosom of establishments which had nothing to do with 
the Church, and which were no more than a derivation of the civil 
power. Some of the first enactments in those colonies had a tendency 
to defray the expenses of public worship; in others the political ca- 
pacity of those who did not belong to any Church, was declared as a 
fundamental measure. 

In the charter of James the First to the Colony of Virginia, it was 
explicitly ordained that religion should be established according to 
the doctrines and rights of the English Church, and that the emi- 
grants should owe fidelity to the King and to his creed. And cer- 
tainly it would not occur to anybody, if in consequence of some human 
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necessitude a part of the United States would pass to another nation, 
to pretend that the territory so lost should carry with itself as a 
dotation, the resources which had served at a remote time to lay the 
foundation of the political and the religious institutions. All the 
ancient documents which have been accumulated in this case pro- 
claimed that the.Government of the viceroy first, and afterwards the 
Republican Government of Mexico were the supreme authority in 
regard to the missions of the Californias. Notwithstanding that the 
said missions were entrusted to monks and ecclesiastical functionaries, 
the character of civil delegates which the latter had from the begin- 
ning was continued afterwards, and we see the Government regulating 
and controlling everything. 

The sovereign, the viceroy, the president of the Republic, the inter- 
ests of nationality and politics, always predominate as influence, as 
purpose, as principal end. In all the stages through which the mis- 
sions passed, we see the Government act, in regard to them, as a 
superior authority by virtue of one of his rights, which was recog- 
nized by the Jesuits, the Fernandinos, the Dominicans and even by 
the Bishop of California, created, in a certain way, by the Govern- 
ment of the Republic. What can lead one into error is that in the first 
days of the conquest, and for many years afterwards, the Government 
had not in California any other delegates than the missionaries. It is 
not before the 24th of May, 1832, that we meet with a law enacted 
to send civil commissioners to California to put the local administra- 
tion in harmony with the new forms which the Government and the 
general administration of the country had adopted. This, however, 
did not produce a divorce between the two orders of administration, 
and the civil Government retained the superior and exclusive authority 
which [it] had exercised in regard to the fund of the missions. Simul- 
taneous with the above cited law; was the one issued on the 25th of 
May, and published on the Ist of June of the same year, in which 
provisions were made in relation to the lease of the estates in which 
the said fund consisted, and a commission of three persons appointed 
for the management of said fund. 

On November 29th of the same year, we see the Government order- 
ing the alienation of the houses situated in Vegara Street, and in 
Belemitas Alley. Soon afterwards (January 23, 1833) the same Gov- 
ernment thought it proper to revoke the order relative to the aliena- 
tion. On the 24th of the same month and year, it approved the regu- 
lations for the administrative board it had created. On March 16, 
1833, it issued new orders in relation to the lease of the estates; and 
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in all those laws, and especially in that which organized the admin- 
istrative board, and in the said regulations, it appears that the Govern- 
ment acted as the superior authority in the matter, and that [which] 
was called the fund of California was no longer but an especial fund 
which the same Government had created, in the bosom of the public 
treasury, to serve to certain objects. 

And there is no reason to regard those acts and measures as usur- 
pations. Especially after the expulsion and extinction of the Society 
of Jesus, the Government of Mexico had to substitute itself in the 
place of that society and to continue to act in the matter with such ful- 
ness of authority as the missionaries could never have. The Govern- 
ment not only withdrew the faculty which the Jesuits had received 
from the principal contributions to the fund of California to admin- 
ister and invest funds without giving account; but it added to that 
faculty of private origin those which were inherent in the public 
power, either by virtue of the eminent domain, by the character of 
the institution, or by the part which in regard to the latter the tem- 
poral government had always exercised. 

Exhibit No. 25 throws much light on the character of the fund after 
the extinction of the Jesuits, as it contains a report made to the -King 
of Spain upon the matter. In that report we find the confirmation 
of the fact, that to a certain degree, the civil administration and the 
temporal interest were interwoven with the missions, that the mis- 
sionaries had been the chiefs of the conquering forces, and that their 
commission had for its principal object to further the conquest of 
America “without leaving behind any Indians unreduced.” (Sin dejar 
Indiis por reducir a la espalda.) 

All the antecedents above referred to serve to illustrate this sub- 
ject, but they could not in any case, taking their date into considera- 
tion, be a proper matter for reclamation on the part of the present 
Catholics of California. The claim put forward by them through their 
bishops derived from the orders dictated by the public ‘:powers in 
Mexico in the year 1842 definitively incorporating the fund in ques- 
tion in the public treasury and constituting on one of the revenues. 
[Sic.] 

Keeping in mind all the history of the fund, we see that its char- 
acteristic nature did not change after the new aspect which the said 
orders gave it. Nothing has been more common in Mexico, as well 
as in other countries, than to assign certain funds and especial guar- 
antees for the supports of institutions and other proper matters of 
civil administration. Colleges, hospitals, and other like establish- 
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ments have been founded and sustained in that way. At the present 
time there exists in Mexico an especial fund inlaid in the revenues of 
the federation and intended to pay interests for capitals invested in the 
Vera Cruz railroad. So that the legislative acts which the claimants 
regard as their fundamental argument and the basis of their allega- 
tions, do not in the least deprive the fund of its character of temporal 
and national interest, which could not be transmitted to the American 
Church of California when this province became a possession of the 
United States. 

There are in the history of this affair two very marked periods 
which are, to a certain extent, different. The first is when the Jesuits 
administered the fund of the missions, which they did with a certain 
degree of independency and freedom, limited by the interference of 
the Government. But after the Jesuits were expulsed and extin- 
guished, the Government is all in the matter. If some ecclesiastical 
functionaries have to interfere in it, that interference is altogether the 
work of delegation. ; 

At the time of the establishment of the bishopric in California, the 
bishop received the said fund from the hands of the Government, and 
that, not by a virtue of a bilateral contract, but in consequence of a 
decree which could be, and was revoked by the same power which 
issued it. The resistance made by the bishop of California against 
the revocation of said decree, and which is now alleged as an argu- 
ment by the American bishops of that country, was very natural on 
the part of a functionary who considered the fund of the missions as 
the principal support of his office, and who not making a right appli- 
cation of those resources applied them in part to the especial objects 
of the local Church and worship. But that resistance was without 
reason or precedents. 

It did not occur to any prelate of the Mexican Church to protest 
against the action of the Spanish Government when the latter re- 
ceived the fund of California from the hands of the expulsed Jesuits 
and commenced to manage it through the officers of the crown. The 
delegation made in favor of the Dominicans and Fernandinos was ac- 
cepted by them as a gracious act. Neither did the Republican Govern- 
ment of Mexico hear any censure or protest when it established some 
of the civil forms in which the fund was administered. 

Nobody said a word against the law of May 25, 1832, for in- 
stance, which created the administrative board. All those acts of the 
civil power not only passed without contradiction on the part of the 
ecclesiastical authority, but were assented to and approved by docu- 
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ments and facts. It could not be otherwise, for, as was pointed out 
above, the judges who decided certain cases instituted by the suc- 
cessors of the contributors to the fund of California declared that 
the latter remained at the disposal of the Government; and this is 
the reason why we see its products collected as the other national rev- 
enues and the expenses of the missions confounded with those of the 
civil administration of California in the budget of the Republic. This 
case not only promises data to maintain that the interest to which 
the claim refers was a temporal concern, not depending upon the 
Church, but it also contains abundant proof that that interest was a 
national and Mexican one, incapable of being transmitted to another 
nationality as an appendage of a territory ceded. The decrees of the 
8th of February and 24th of October, 1842, declared the objects of 
the fund national and “subject to the administration of the Govern- 
ment as they had been before.” The author of this opinion does not 
think it necessary to discuss the point so unseasonably raised by these 
claimants and relative to the declarations of nationalization made by 
some administrations and to the censure the latter have incurred there- 
by, because what is important in this case is to ascertain the fact, not 
the right. If the declarations made by the Government of Mexico in 
1842 were unjust and injurious, no complaint can be made on that 
account in the United States after the treaty of Guadalupe, still less 
before this commission the chronological starting point of whose 
powers is the 2d of February, 1843. What it is important to know 
under the circumstances of the case is that those declarations existed, 
and that in fact and according to the Mexican law the interest rep- 
resented by what was called the “Pious Fund of California” was in- 
corporated and identified with the nationality of Mexico. 

Studying the history of this affair with impartiality it can be per- 
ceived that in the means to which the claimants refer there was not 
only a national character proper of interest and rights, so to say, 
Mexican, but a general character which was not confined to the 
locality of California. The document marked with No. 8 in the de- 
fensive evidence and with No. 28 in the list of papers of the case, be- 
sides showing (page 7) as above said, that the erogations of the public 
treasury and the contingents of individuals mingled together in the 
conquest and the civilization of the Californias, also proves (pages 24 
and 25) that the missions by which the first civil administration of 
those provinces was really established, were not considered as an in- 
stitution strictly local. That they were regarded as an instrument 
eventually applicable in the conquest of Sonora and which implied the 
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purpose of consolidating the Spanish rule in those regions, “not leav- 
ing behind any Indian nation unreduced or not subject to the royal 
dominion.” 

In the report cited above, which can be seen in document No. 25, 
the views of nationality and of precaution against the dismemberment 
which Mexico sustained at a later time, views which were closely con- 
nected with the missions of the Californias, take the most energetic 
expression. Speaking of the origin and object of the Pious Fund the 
said report reads as follows: “After deploring that the patriotism and 
charity of those who contributed to the formation of the said fund 
have no imitators, there is no one to devote himself to solicit other 
benefactors like the Marquis de Villa Puente, his wife Dona Gertrudis 
de la Pefia, the Marchioness de Forres de Rada, Don Juan Caballero, 
Don Nicolas de Aniage, his Excellency Don Luis de Velasco, the 
Jesuit Juan Maria de Luyando and her Excellency Dona Maria de 
Borja, who founded the fund with their large alms, they being, there- 
fore, the true agents of the propagation of the faith in the Peninsula 
of California, and of the extension of the royal dominions of His 
Majesty, as they prevent the latter from being occupied by foreign 
Powers, as is intended in regard to our ancient Spanish possessions.” 

After the establishment of the Republican Government in Mexico, 
the views of the parties contending for power differed sometimes 
after the alienation of the property which constituted the oft-repeated 
fund; but they united in the conviction that the work of the missions, 
or more properly speaking, of the conquest of California by means of 
the missionaries, tended as the principal of its ends, towards the con- 
solidation of the Mexican nationality in the Western States. These 
claimants have alluded to the memoir of the Minister of Justice pub- 
lished in Mexico in the year 1843. We see there, in fact, that the 
administration which succeeded that of General Santa Anna, deposed 
by a popular rising, censured the measures taken by that President in 
regard to the fund of California; but in the same document the na- 
tional and autonomical objects of that fund, which made it to be re- 
garded as sacred, are again asserted. The Minister of Justice de- 
plored that the instrument with which the Spanish Government had 
been able to build a wall against the barbarism of the Indians and the 
cupidity of some enlightened neighbors, was, so to say, broken in his 
hands. That functionary recording the fact that there were no longer 
any missionaries who could continue the work of the ancient religious 
orders, wrote these words: “It is a matter of regret to the Govern- 
ment not to find in our’ cloisters the apostolical enthusiasm of their 
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former founders; but, unfortunately, it is a palpable fact that for 
want of missionaries the missions have been diminishing in number; 
according to last year’s memoir there are in the Republic six colleges 
for the propagation of the faith, seven colleges with but 87 priests who 
have under their charge 36 missions and their respective convents, 
for which reason it is clear that not even two priests can be assigned 
to each place. The Californias which have been considered as a gem 
of inestimable value, suffered much for want of ministers; it was 
thought that a bishop placed in those territories would provide with 
simple remedies which the distance from Mexico prevents from dic- 
tating and would be a new support of the nationality of the Republic 
against the political speculations of cabinets who propose to prosper 
at the expense of our negligence and blunders. 

Here are revealed in a few lines the views which were entertained 
in treating of the missions of California and in collecting and employ- 
ing the means with which they were maintained. When the Govern- 
ment of Mexico ordered the alienation of the property in which that 
fund consisted and whose value and products were diminishing year 
after year; when it incorporated the fund in the national treasury, 
when it assigned an interest guaranteed by a public revenue, it did 
not intend to serve, nor did it serve in fact, but to national and political 
objects, with which were combined in a second degree the civilization 
and conversion of the natives. 

The loss which Mexico sustained at a later time when she was 
mutilated of a province which has become in a few years one of the 
most flourishing States of the American Union and which has just 
saved the United States from a terrible financial crisis, had been long 
foreseen, and the creation of a bishopric there and the organization 
of the means which were put in the hands of the Bishop, had no other 
object than to make tighter the bonds between the Californias and 
Mexico, which the sword of a neighboring nation was to sever soon 
afterwards. It would be very strange that those means created, or- 
ganized and administered, well or badly, to save the integrity of the 
Mexican Republic, should pass into the hands of the people who suc- 
ceeded at last in snatching some of her most covetable districts. To 
pretend this, after Mexico has been deprived of Upper California, is 
tantamount to ask that a quarter of a century after that loss she 
should surrender, also, to the victor one of the arms with which she 
defended her integrity. 

And that national and patriotic spirit which notoriously animated 
the Mexican Government in the arrangements alluded to was partici- 


THE PIOUS FUND CASE 41 


pated in by the individuals whose donations contributed to the forma- 
tion of the fund of California. It has been said above that those con- 
tingents came after the missions had been organized under the license 
of the viceroy with views the political character of which can not be 
denied without giving the lie to history. Taking into account the 
spirit of the times and of the nation to which the donors belonged, 
reflecting upon the position they occupied, studying the words in which 
they speak of the missions founded in this kingdom and allude to the 
service of the sovereign and to the extension of his dominions, it must 
be acknowledged that it could not be in the minds of those who pro- 
moted with their liberality the first missions in California, to found 
resources to be profited by an ecclesiastical corporation within the 
nationality of the United States. Certainly, neither the Marquis de 
Villa Puente, the Marchioness de Torres de Rada, nor the Viceroy 
Velasco, ever thought of a foundation which was not national in its 
character, like that, for instance, which exists in the United States 
under the name of Board of Foreign Missions. It has been said be- 
fore and it is proper to repeat here that the claimants and the society 
which they represent are not the continuators of the Mexican Church 
originally established in California. To the foundation of that Mexi- 
can Church both the ecclesiastical and the civil power contributed. 
These are the facts as shown in the historical monuments, and this is, 
on the other hand, what answered the relations at that time existing 
between the Catholic Church and the Mexican Government. They did 
not revolve, as at present, in spheres without contact; there was some- 
thing of reciprocal intercourse between the two Powers; the one 
served the views of the other; and the Church paid for the exclusive 
protection of the Catholic religion by causing, in many cases, the re- 
ligious institution to serve the objects of the temporal power, as we 
have seen in the case of the first. missionaries of California in whom 
the characters of priest and magistrate were confounded. The same 
Bishop sent to California in 1836 had something of this double char- 
acter, not only on account of the part which the Government took 
in his appointment and institution, but because he went there, as 
the above-cited memoir shows, with the tacit mission of strengthen- 
ing the Mexican nationality in that part of the Republic, and even of 
endeavoring to better a local administration which the arm of federa- 
tion could not reach from Mexico. The Mexican Church of California 
is of an ancient date. The Catholic Church which now exists there 
dates from 1850, as the same claimants state in order to prove the 


American nationality of the corporation. 
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Many other considerations could be added to those which precede; 
but they might perhaps weaken the evidence of the fact, which is as 
clear as daylight in the mind of the author of this opinion, that the 
claimants in this case come to ask that Mexico should surrender to 
them a thing which is properly and exclusively national and which 
the Mexican Government ought to have carried with it when it with- 
drew from Upper California. 

The claimants have endeavored to pick up the arms which a van- 
quished faction abandoned a long time ago in Mexico, and they use 
them against the Government of the Republic, complaining of some 
measures dictated and carried into effect by it in regard to the fund 
of California. In the indirect complaints about this matter we per- 
ceive the echo of the imputation which the reactionary party in Mexico 
has made to the liberal reformers on account of certain laws relative 
to the property which was formerly administered by the clergy of 
that country. They forget that the progressive steps taken by Mexico 
in the direction of rendering the immense mass of property possessed 
by the clergy alienable, have been taken following the example set by 
many other nations in their efforts towards emancipation from theo- 
cratical despotism. They forget that the reforms in regard to the 
property kept by some Mexican corporations have produced the fruit 
of consolidating the constitution of the country by putting an end to 
the revolutions which used to have their arsenal in the barracks and 
their banker in the ecclesiastical administration. But they forget 
above all that it was not even the Republican Government of Mexico 
who initiated the acts from which the situation which the bishops of 
California assume to subvert, arose; that it was the Spanish Govern- 
ment who expulsed the Jesuits, who occupied their temporalities in- 
cluding the fund of California which they administered, and who com- 
menced to make use of the free administration which, for all the rea- 
sons already explained, the Government of the Republic continued to 
exercise afterwards. 

All these antecedents gave origin to the condition of things existing 
at the time when Upper California passed into the hands of the 
United States by virtue of the treaty of Guadalupe. The two nations 
which made war first and then peace agreed not to turn their eyes to 
the past, forgetting all causes of complaint. The situation against 
which this claim is directed is the same which existed at the time of 
the signature of the treaty of Guadalupe. This act was preceded by 
long and profound debates between the negotiators in regard to the 
manner in which the painful amputation which Mexico then suffered 
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should be performed; in regard to which muscles and nerves should 
be cut and which should be left in the mutilated body. If the transfer 
of any revenues or property in favor of the new territories annexed 
to the American Union was contemplated at the time of the conclu- 
sion of said treaty, clauses in reference to that matter would have been 
introduced; but nothing, absolutely, was said; neither was there any 
agreement as to the funds which the religious corporations established 
in California had administered and which had served as dotation of 
the bishopric. The state of things in 1848, was, therefore, definitively 
consecrated, and no complaint can be made against Mexico on the part 
of the American Government or of its citizens with a view to recon- 
struct the situation in which, for instance, the Jesuits were when they 
managed the fund in question, or that in which the Fernandinos, the 
Dominicans and the Bishop Garcia Diego were when the Government 
of Mexico delivered to them the products of the property. When 
Mexico and the United States liquidated, so to say, their accounts in 
1843, binding themselves not to look in the past for any cause of com- 
plaint and reclamation, the fund of California was already diluted in 
the national revenues of the Republic, and the Government of Mexico 
had only decreed some subsidies in favor of the ecclesiastical function- 
aries who served it as auxiliaries in that part of the federation. 

This situation the claimants want to alter now, and they want also 
to oblige Mexico to pay the perpetual tribute of a rent to certain 
American corporations. Such a thing could only be exact if it had 
been included in the treaty which put an end to all questions which 
might arise between Mexico and the United States up to the peace of 
Guadalupe. After that peace the obligation which the claimants want 
to impose upon Mexico could only exist by common consent of the 
two Governments ; but far from such a consent having ever been given, 
the Government of Mexico does not recognize such an obligation and 
protests against the demand tending to impose the same upon it. 

What that Government has done in another case as a free and volun- 
tary act, the Bishops of California want now to exact by compulsion. 
When the Mexican Government made with that of Spain the agree- 
ment relative to the fund of the Philippine Islands the onerous part 
of said agreement was counterbalanced by some useful stipulations in 
regard to claims which were settled by said agreement. What is there 
common between this and that which the claimants pretend? What 
do they give Mexico? What do they offer her in exchange for that 
kind of perpetual annuity which they want to secure in favor of their 
Churches? When they advance this pretension accompanied by defer- 
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ences and renunciations like those which the Spanish Government 
made at the time of the arrangement which was called afterwards the 
Convention of Father Moran, then they will [have] a right to cite this 
act as a precedent, and that, if precedents can be alleged in regard to 
a subject which depends only upon the judgment and free will of a 
Government. 

Many are the differential traits between the two affairs which the 
claimants attempt to compare. But in a certain point of view the 
argument rebounds on them, because the same fact of the matter 
relative to the fund of the Philippine Islands having been settled 
by means of a convention shows that the consent of the Govern- 
ment of Mexico was required, and that the claimants have mistaken 
the way, because instead of presenting this demand they should ask 
their Government to initiate near that of Mexico a convention similar 
to that which Spain negotiated in the case above alluded to. The 
Government of the United States would judge if it was agreeable to 
it to take such a step, and Mexico making use of her most free 
sovereignty would say if she was disposed to admit such a pretension. 

If the demand in this case is exorbitant as to the philosophical 
principle on which it is founded, it is no less so in regard to the cal- 
culations made by the claimants in order to ascertain the interest 
claimed. As to this point the original memorial was vague and inde- 
cisive; those who signed it really own that they did not know what 
they ought to claim and indirectly gave the commission the charge, 
not little difficult, of finding it out. In the course of the case, and as 
new data and documents have been accumulated, the claimants have 
fixed their ideas, and these appear at last translated into ciphers on 
page 31 of the printed argument. The point of departure taken there- 
in is the absorption of the fund of California in the Mexican treasury 
on February 3, 1842, and the memorandum which the Bishop Garcia 
Diego formed on that occasion regarding the importance of said fund. 

Notwithstanding that that news contains conjectures rather than 
facts, and that let to perceive the inclination to increase the charge of 
the Government, the claimants ascribe to that document a mathematical 
exactness, calculating the rent that the funds already appropriated by 
the Mexican treasury are to produce, and capitalizing it at the rate of 
six per cent, make an amount of $577,583.37. [Sic.] 

To this they add the old debts in favor of the said fund, as if it 
was a question of easy matter to convert into money at any time; 
and in this way they raise the capital to one million, six hundred and 
ninety-eight thousand, seven hundred and forty-five dollars. Upon 
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this sum they charge interest since the year 1849, and by virtue of this 
operation they fix the responsibility of the Mexican Government at 
two millions, one hundred and forty thousand, one hundred and four 
dollars. 

They have behind this the moderation to cede one-tenth of the sum 
for the missions of the Lower California, and in this manner the de- 
mand is condensed to a determined cipher. 

In this calculation, as it has been said, the ground itself is meager, 
and fluctuating. If is read the instruction of the Attorney Ramirez, 
to whom the claimants ascribe as much infallibility as to the Pope, it 
will be found at every step, that the author of that work wanted docu- 
mental facts in regard to some very important items, but when so 
much faith is given to the informations of that source, the bishops 
claiming ought not to have forgotten what the same Ramirez informed 
to the Government of Mexico, three days before the issue of the law 
which incorporated the said fund in the public treasury, and then, they 
will not make such whimful [sic.] and erroneous accounts. This in- 
formation reads at the foot of the page . . . among the last docu- 
ments which, copied anew, the claimants have brought to the commis- 
sion. It reads so: 


EXCELLENT SIR: 

The Pious Fund of Californias consists of three-quarter parts 
of the hacienda of “Cienega del Pastor” and other three-quarter 
parts of seventy thousand dollars in which were sold in em- 
phyteusis some houses of Vergara Street, to build the new theater. 

The hacienda of “San Agustin de Amoles” and the annexed in 
the districts of San Luis and Tamaulipas and the other of Ibarra 
in the district of Guanajuato. [Sic.] A capital of forty thousand 
dollars imposed in the hacienda of “‘Arroga Zareo,” and forty-two 
thousand dollars in the hacienda of “Santa Lugarda,” and annexed 
farm, in the San Juan de los Llams. A deed of one hundred and 
sixty-two thousand, six hundred and eighteen dollars, three reals 
and three grains, invested at interest at the rate of five per cent 
per annum in the old Consulado and of which nothing has been 
collected till now, and in other sums which in several occasions 
has [sic.] been taken for the public treasury with the clause of 
devolution. 

The three-quarter parts of the hacienda of the Cienega are 
embargoed and ordered to be sold pursuant a judicial demand 
prosecuted by Mr. José Ma. Jauregui vs. the Fund, and if 
the sentence is carried into effect in the manner it has been pro- 
nounced, the embargoed estate will not be sufficient to cover it. 
The fund is responsible to other credits, which could not be cov- 
ered on account of loan which, with its mortgage, the supreme 
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Government raised, as almost all its income was applied to pay 
the interest of said loan, and which is paying now at great sacri- 
fice. With the above stated I ‘believe I answer to the note of 
your Excellency, which I have just received, and I avail of this 
opportunity to assure you of my considerations and respects. 
God and Liberty, Mexico, February 5, 1842. 
Pepro Ramirez, to His Excellency 
the MINISTER OF JUSTICE AND PusBLic INSTRUCTION. 


It will be seen by the foregoing information report the bad condi-. 
tion in which was the fund of Californias at the time that the Mexican 
treasury received it, that a great part of it consisted in old credits, 
represented in Mexico by a paper which had almost no quotation in 
the market, and that the author of the report declares that all the 
fund was at the point of being absorbed by a judicial sentence pro- 
nounced in favor of one of the creditors. 

It is not strange that the news hereabove copied should be so dis- 
couraging, as seventeen years before it was written, the Secretary of 
the Treasury of Mexico gave the same discouraging facts about the 
same matter, in his report presented to the Congress in the year 1825, 
Wize: 

CALIFORNIAS 


The missions of the same established with the purpose of bring- 
ing to the faith the Indians who did not possess it, were in charge 
of the Jesuits. When these yet subsisted, the Marquis of Villa 
Puente de la Pena, left in September, 1726, under the protection 
of the Government, six haciendas with the obiect of sustaining 
said missions. When the Jesuits were suppressed, the haciendas 
were managed by the administrator and auditor of the temporali- 
ties ; afterwards the clergy of San Fernando and Santo Domingo, 
and, in 1782, one of the Secretaries of the Mexican Treasury. 
They are now under the responsibility of one administrator. 

The hacienda called “Zarra,” the one of “San Augustin de los 
Amoles,” the one of the “Buez,” the “Valla,” a part of the one 
of “Ciénega,” and another in the houses in Vergara St. of Mexico, 
comprise the total estates, in the county and in the city, of the 
fund of missions of Californias. 

Their proceeds are very small, the insurrection of 1810 caused 
to the five first named, such great damages that [they] were al- 
most ruined. The want of cattle and repairs keep them very low: 
their proceeds may be in 1825, 12,150 dollars and 5 reals. 

These missions have besides 631,056 dollars, 7 reals and 9 
grains of capital imposed in consolidated, national treasury, 
consulado, and others, of which no interest are collected. 

The salaries of its employees amount to 3,300 dollars, 4 reals. 
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The sinodes, viaticums, and the other indispensable expenses of 
the missionaries, clergymen are calculated at present to be 19,250 
dollars [sic.]; the deficit will be a passive credit which will take 
its place when it has to be paid. 


Here is the place to insist upon the point that not only the claimants 
exaggerate much the importance of the fund, to which interest they 
believe to be share-holders, but they want to divide it as the lion of the 
fable, when they only leave one-tenth for the Church of the Lower 
California. 

If it is to be given to the documents which constitute the history 
of this matter the literal and strict interpretation that the Bishops of 
Upper California pretends [sic.] the fund in question had as single 
and exclusive object the sustain [sustenance] of the missions. 

The greatest number of them were since the beginning founded in 
the Lower California, so that making an equitable division and adopt- 
ing the same law, and the same history used by the claimants, it will 
only belong to them the smallest part of the interest they claim. (See 
the number of the missions respectively founded in the two Califor- 
nias, detailed in the statement which appears in the page 15 of Ex- 
hibit No. 25.) 

As it has been already said the Mexican Government was sustain- 
ing these foundations with resources derived of private donation as 
well as of the public revenues. The confirmation of this can be seen 
by the successive budgets of the federal administration. 

Whether after the peace of Guadalupe the same thing has been done 
or not, or whether it has been or not erogations for the civilization of 
the indigenes in Lower California or in the other Western States is a 
matter that the undersigned does not believe himself under the neces- 
sity of demonstrating here, nor the Mexican Government has not 
thought itself undoubtedly under the obligation of proving it, because 
those who now move question about the matter have no right to do 
pee ek rent 

So must have been the views of the Government of the United 
States, when, in 1859, it abstained from presenting this claim, when 
it was stimulated to do so by those who now present the said claim. 

The Government of Washington must have opposed the exigency, 
to which they tried to push it, and this is the reason why it did not 
wish, as it was pretended, to ask for a dotation in money for the 
Catholic Church of Upper California, after depriving Mexico of that 
rich State. 
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Sometimes a daughter is taken by force or seduction from the pater- 
nal house, and the act is repaired by a forced marriage. The husband 
applies afterwards to demand a dower from the offended and aban- 
doned father. 

The Bishops interested in this matter tried to induce the American 
Government to act in a similar way. 

As they did not succeed, they now reproduce before us the same 
pretension, and it must be dismissed without hesitation. 

Such is the opinion of the undersigned. 


Award of Sir Edward Thornton, wmpire in the original Pious Fund 
Case before the United States and Mexican Claims Commission of 
1868 —Washington, November 11, 1875." 

This case having been referred to the umpire for his decision upon 
a difference in opinion between the commissioners, the umpire ren- 
dered the following decision: 

In the case of “Thaddeus Amat, Bishop of Monterey, and Joseph 
S. Alemany, Archbishop of San Francisco vs. Mexico” No. 493, it 
will be impossible for the umpire to discuss the various arguments 
which have been put forward on each side. 

He will be able only to state the conclusions which he has arrived 
at after a careful and lengthened study of all the documents which 
have been submitted to him. 

He is about to give his decision with a profound sense of the im- 
portance of the case in accordance with what he considers to be just 
and equitable as far as he can rely upon his own judgment and 
conscience. 

The first question to be considered is the citizenship of the claimants. 

On this point the umpire is of opinion that the Roman Catholic 
Church of Upper California became a corporation of citizens of the 
United States on the 30th of May, 1848, the day of the exchange of 
ratifications of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. 

By the VIII Article of the treaty it was agreed that those Mexi- 
cans residing in the territories ceded by Mexico to the United States, 
who wished to retain the title and rights of Mexican citizens should 
be under the obligation to make their election within one year from 
the date of the exchange of the ratifications of the treaty; and that 
those who should remain in the said territories after the expiration of 
that year, without having declared their intention to retain the char- 
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acter of Mexicans, should be considered to have elected to have be- 
come citizens of the United States. It has not been shown that the 
Roman Catholic Church in Upper California had declared any inten- 
tion of retaining its Mexican citizenship and it can not but be con- 
cluded that it had elected to assume the citizenship of the United 
States as soon as it was possible for it to do so, which in the opinion 
of the umpire was when Upper California was actually incorporated 
into the United States on the exchange of the ratifications of the 
Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. 

With regard to any claim which may have originated before that 
date the claimants could not have been entitled to appear before the 
mixed commission established by the Convention of July 4, 1868; 
but a claim arising after that date would come under the cognizance 
of the commission. 

The claim now put forward is for interest upon the so-called ‘Pious 
Fund of the Californias.” If this interest should have been paid to 
the Right Reverend Francisco Garcia Diego, the Bishop of California, 
before the separation of Upper California from the Republic of 
Mexico, it seems to the umpire that a fair proportion of it ought now 
and since the 30th of May, 1848, to be paid to the claimants, who in 
his opinion are the direct successors of that Bishop, as far as Upper 
California is concerned. 

The ‘Pious Fund of the Californias” was the results of donations 
made by various private persons for the purpose of establishing, sup- 
porting and maintaining Roman Catholic missions in California, and 
for converting to the Roman Catholic faith the heathens of that re- 
gion. The disbursements of the proceeds of these donations was en- 
trusted by the donors to the Society of Jesus. The object of the 
donors was without doubt principally the advancement of the Roman 
Catholic religion. The donations were made by private persons for 
particular and expressed objects and had nothing public, political or 
national in their character. Once permission was granted to the 
Jesuit fathers Salvatierra and Kithu to establish missions in Cali- 
fornia, to take charge of the conversion to Christianity of the heathens, 
and to solicit alms for that purpose, it does not seem that the Spanish 
Government assisted them with any considerable sums, if any at all, 
and certainly with not so much as almost any Government would 
have considered itself bound to furnish for the benefit of a region 
over which it claimed dominion. 

It can be easily understood that the Spanish Government was very 
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glad to avail itself of the religious feelings of its subjects, and saw 
with great satisfaction that their donations would powerfully con- 
tribute to the political conquest of the Californias; but the object of 
the donors was the religious conquest alone, though they too might 
have felt some pride in the consciousness that they were at the same 
time contributing to the extension of the possessions of Spain. 

The alms, however, solicited in the first instance by the Jesuit 
fathers, and the donations subsequently made by piously disposed 
persons were neither political nor national; they were directed to the 
religious conquest of the Californias, and were the gifts of private 
persons for that particular object. 

On the expulsion of the Jesuits from the Spanish Dominions, and 
the abolition of the Order, occurrences which the donors to the Pious 
Fund could not have foreseen, the Spanish Government naturally be- 
came the trustee and caretaker of that fund, but it took charge of it 
avowedly with all the duties and obligations attached to it. The mis- 
sions were confided to the Franciscan Order, and subsequently they 
were divided between this Order and the Dominicans, but although the 
Pious Fund was administered by the Spanish Government, its pro- 
ceeds were applied to the maintenance of the missions belonging to 
both Orders. 

When Mexico became independent she succeeded to the trust which 
had been held by the Spanish Government, and continued to apply the 
proceeds of the fund to the maintenance of the missions. In 1836 
it was considered desirable to establish a Bishopric which was to com- 
prise the two Californias. 

An Act of Congress was passed for this purpose, and the same act 
entrusted to the Bishop, who was to be appointed, the administration 
and application of the Pious Fund in accordance with the wishes of 
its founders. 

On the 8th of February, 1842, President Santa Anna repealed the 
latter part of the Act of 1836 and assigned the administration and ap- 
plication of the fund to the Mexican Government, but the decree 
which he signed for this purpose also declared that the object of the 
donor was to be carried out by the civilization and conversion of the 
savages. On the 24th of October of the same year another decree 
was issued by the above-mentioned President to the effect that the 
real estate and other property of the Pious Fund were to be incor- 
porated into the national treasury and were to be sold at a certain 
price, the treasury recognizing the total proceeds of these sales at an 
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interest of six per cent and the preamble of this decree declaring that 
the assumption by the Government of the care and the administration 
of the Pious Fund was for the express purpose of scrupulously carry- 
ing out the objects proposed by the founders. 

Neither by the Spanish nor by the Mexican Government was it ever 
pretended that the proceeds of the fund were not finally to find their 
way into the hands of the ecclesiastical authorities in the Californias, 
or that they were to be applied to any other objects than those pointed 
out by the donors. Subsequently to the decree of October 24, 1842, 
the Mexican Government admitted its indebtedness and the obligation 
it was under to remit the proceeds of the fund to the Bishop of 
California by issuing orders in his favor on the custom house at 
Guaymas. 

This obligation is still further acknowledged by the Act of Con- 
gress of April 3, 1845, which restored to the Bishop of the Californias 
and to his successors all credits and other properties belonging to the 
Pious Fund which were still unsold, for the objects mentioned in the 
law of September 29, 1836, without prejudice to what Congress might 
decide with regard to those properties which had already been 
alienated. 

The above-mentioned credits must surely have included the indebt- 
edness of the Government with regard to the unpaid interest upon the 
property sold, the proceeds of which had been incorporated into the 
national treasury. The umpire does not find that any further legis- 
lation has been effected upon the subject since the Decree of April 3, 
1845. 

Such then was the state of the Mexican laws with regard to the 
Pious Fund at the time of the cession of Upper California to the 
United States, and the umpire is clearly of opinion that both the 
acts of the Mexican Government and its decrees above mentioned as 
well as the Act of Congress of 1845 are so many admissions that the 
Mexican Government was under the obligation to remit to the Bishop 
of California and his successors the interest on the proceeds of the 
property belonging to the Pious Fund which were held in trust by the 
Mexican Treasury, in order that the Bishop and his successors might 
carry out the wishes of the founders of that fund. 

The umpire has already stated that he considers that as far as 
Upper California is concerned, the claimants are the direct successors 
of the Bishop of California, whose Diocese before the Treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo, comprised both Upper and Lower California ; 
and they ought therefore to receive a fair share of the interest upon 
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the proceeds of the Pious Fund, in order to devote it to the purposes 
for which it was founded, and which are of so decidedly a religious 
nature, that the ecclesiastical authorities must be the most proper 
persons to be employed in its application. 

The beneficiaries of this share of the fund are the Roman Catholic 
Church in Upper California, and the heathens who are to be converted 
to Christianity; and indirectly all the inhabitants of the State of 
California, and even the whole population of the United States, are 
interested in the proper application of the portion which should be 
entrusted to the claimants, upon whom, considering the purposes to 
which the founders assigned their donations, the employment of the 
fund would most suitably devolve. 

With regard to the proportion of the interest which should be paid 
to the claimants, the umpire is of opinion that nothing can be fairer 
than that the whole of the interest for twenty-one years should be 
divided into two equal parts, of which one should be paid to the 
claimants. 

It has been argued that the award should be made in proportion to 
the populations respectively of Upper and Lower California. 

The umpire is not of that opinion; for it seems to him that as the 
population and civilization increase, the number of conversions to be 
made diminish and there can be little doubt that Lower California 
needs the beneficial assistance of the Pious Fund as much and even 
more in proportion to its population than Upper California now does. 
The equal division of the interest seems to be the fairest award. 

After a careful examination of the data furnished with regard to 
the yearly amount of the interest, the umpire is constrained to adopt 
the views of the commissioner of the United States. A larger sum 
is claimed on the part of the claimants; but even with regard to this 
larger sum the defense has not shown, except indirectly, that its 
amount was exaggerated. 

There is no doubt that the Mexican Government must have in its 
possession all the accounts and ‘documents relative to the sale of the 
real property belonging to the Pious Fund and the proceeds thereof: 
yet these have not been produced; and the only inference that can 
be drawn from silence upon this subject is that the amount of the 
proceeds actually received into the treasury was at least not less than 
it is claimed to be. 

The annual amount of interest therefore which should fall to the 
share of the Roman Catholic Church of Upper California is $43,080.99 
and the aggregate sum for twenty-one years will be $904,700.79. 
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It has been urged that interest should be paid upon each annual 
amount from the respective date at which it became due. The umpire 
is not of this opinion. It is true that the Archbishop of San Fran- 
cisco states in his deposition that when in the City of Mexico in 1852, 
he demanded payment of the amounts, or property of the Pious Fund, 
and that receiving no answer to his demands he reiterated the same, 
and only after a long time was officially informed that the Government 
could not accede to them. 

From a man of the position and character of the Archbishop there 
can be no doubt of the truth of this statement; but yet there is no 
documentary evidence of these facts, and the umpire therefore sup- 
poses that the demand and the refusal were both verbal. Upon a mat- 
ter of such serious importance the umpire does not think that a verbal 
refusal by a Government to make a certain payment can be taken as 
its final determination upon the subject. The refusal may even have 
been qualified by the inability of the Government to provide the neces- 
sary funds at the time of the demand. Of this in the absence of any 
writing upon the subject, no judgment can be found. The umpire 
further thinks that considering the troubles and difficulties to which 
Mexico and her Government have been subject for several years past 
it would not be generous nor even fair to punish them for their fail- 
ure to pay interest upon a capital of the nature of the Pious Fund, 
so far as to insist upon the payment of interest upon that interest. 
As a matter therefore both of justice and equity the umpire thinks 
that this second interest ought not to be demanded. 

The umpire consequently awards that there be paid by the Mexican 
Government on account of the above-mentioned claim the sum of nine 
hundred and four thousand, seven hundred Mexican gold dollars and 
seventy-nine cents ($904,700.79) without interest. 

Washington, November 11, 1875. 


Decision of Sir Edward Thornton, amending the award of the original 
Pious Fund Case before the Umted States and Mexican Claims 
Commission of 1868—Washington, October 24, 1876. 

Upon consideration of the agent of Mexico to amend the award 
made herein, the umpire rendered the following decision: 
With reference to the case of “Thaddeus Amat et al. vs. Mexico” 


1United States and Mexican Claims Commission, Opinions (MS. Dep’t of 
State), vol vi, p. 544. 
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No. 493, the agent is quite right in stating that there is an error of 
$1,000 in the addition of the sums which are considered as bad debts, 
and which should be deducted from the total of the “Pious Fund.” 

Instead of being $46,617, these bad debts are $47,617. The total of 
the fund will therefore be $1,435,033. The half of the interest upon 
this sum at six per cent will be $43,050.99 the amount of which for 
twenty-one years will be $904,070.79. 

The umpire therefore finally awards that there be paid by the 
Mexican Government on account of the above-mentioned claim the 
sum of nine hundred and four thousand and seventy Mexican gold 
dollars and seventy-nine cents ($904,070.79) without interest. 

Washington, October 24, 1876. 


THE VENEZUELAN PREFERENTIAL CASE 


between 


GERMANY, GREAT BRITAIN, ITALY and VENEZUELA 
ET AL 


Decided February 22, 1904 


Syllabus 


_ The arbitration had its origin in a controversy which arose over 
certain pecuniary claims of the subjects of Great Britain, Germany 
and Italy against the Republic of Venezuela. A solution not having 
been reached by the diplomatic negotiations, the controversy culminated 
on December 11, 1902, in the ordering by Great Britain of a blockade 
of the ports of Venezuela. Two days afterward Venezuela offered to 
submit the controversy to arbitration. This offer was ignored and 
seven days later the blockade of the Venezuelan ports was declared by 
the British, German and Italian Governments. 

At the same time the United States, Mexico, Spain, France, Bel- 
gium, the Netherlands, and Sweden and Norway also held claims 
against Venezuela, which had been the subject of diplomatic negotia- 
tions, but no forcible measures had been employed by these Govern- 
ments to secure the adjustment of their claims. 

After the blockade had been put into effect, Venezuela sent a repre- 
sentative to Washington with full powers to negotiate with the repre- 
sentatives of the creditor Powers a settlement of all the matters in 
controversy. The negotiations took place during the winter and spring 
of 1903. In the course of the negotiations the Venezuelan representa- 
tive proposed that the claims of all the countries above-mentioned 
against Venezuela be paid out of the customs receipts of the ports of 
La Guaira and Puerto Cabello, thirty per cent of the receipts of which 
would be set aside each month for that purpose. The proposal was 
accepted by the claimant nations and an assignment of the revenues 
mentioned was made in their favor; but Great Britain, Germany and 
Italy, the blockading Powers, took the position that their claims should 
not rank with the claims of the other Powers for compensation, but 
should be given priority of payment. Venezuela declined to accept this 
view and the question was submitted by agreements signed May 7, 
1903,1 for determination by the Hague tribunal. The other creditor 
Powers were joined as parties to the arbitration.” 


1Post, p. 62. 

2The respective claims of all the creditor Powers were submitted to mixed 
commissions consisting of one national each of Venezuela and the claimant 
nation, with a neutral as umpire, which met at Caracas and subsequently re- 
ported their awards. 
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Pursuant to the provisions of the protocols, the Czar of Russia 
named three members of the panel of the Permanent Court of Arbi- 
tration as arbitrators, no one of whom was a citizen or subject of any 
of the signatory or creditor Powers, as follows: Nicolas V. Mourawieft 
and Fr. Martens of Russia, and Heinrich Lammasch of Austria-Hun- 
gary. The sessions of the tribunal began October 1, 1903, and ended 
November 13, 1903. The decision, which was rendered on February 
22, 1904, held that: 

1. Germany, Great Britain and Italy have a right to preferential 
treatment for the payment of their claims against Venezuela ; 

2. Venezuela having consented to put aside thirty per cent of the 
revenues of the customs of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello for the pay- 
ment of the claims of all nations against Venezuela, the three above- 
named Powers have a right to preference in the payment of their 
claims by means of these thirty per cent of the receipts of the two 
Venezuelan ports above mentioned ; 

3. Each party to the litigation shall bear its own costs and an equal 
share of the costs of the tribunal.* 


AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the tribunal of arbitration constituted in virtue of the 
protocols signed at Washington on May 7, 1903, between.Great 
Britain, Germany and Italy, on the one hand, and Venezuela on 
the other —The Hague, February 22, 1904.7 
The tribunal of arbitration, constituted in virtue of the protocols 

signed at Washington on May 7, 1903,? between Germany, Great 

Britain and Italy on the one hand and Venezuela on the other hand; 
Whereas other protocols were signed to the same effect by Bel- 

gium, France, Mexico, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and Nor- 

way and the United States of America on the one hand and Vene- 
zuela on the other hand*; 

Whereas all these protocols declare the agreement of all the con- 
tracting parties with reference to the settlement of the claims against 
the Venezuelan Government; 

Whereas certain further questions, arising out of the action of 
the Governments of Germany, Great Britain and Italy concerning 
the settlement of their claims, were not susceptible of solution by 
the ordinary diplomatic methods; 


1Post, p. 61. 
Official report, p. 123. For the French text, see Appendix, p. 441. 
3Post, p. 62. 4Post, p. 74. 


THE VENEZUELAN PREFERENTIAL CASE 57 


Whereas the Powers interested decided to solve these questions 
by submitting them to arbitration, in conformity with the disposi- 
tions of the Convention, signed at The Hague on July 29th, 1899, 
for the pacific settlement of international disputes ; 

Whereas in virtue of Article 3 of the protocols of Washington of 
May 7th, 1903, His Majesty the Emperor of Russia was requested 
by all the interested Powers to name and appoint from among the 
members of the Permanent Court of Arbitration of The Hague 
three arbitrators who shall form the tribunal of arbitration charged 
with the solution and settlement of the questions which shall be 
submitted to it in virtue of the above-named protocols; 

Whereas none of the arbitrators thus named could be a citizen 
or subject of any one of the signatory or creditor Powers and 
whereas the tribunal was to meet at The Hague on September Ist, 
1903, and render its award within a term of six months; 

His Majesty the Emperor of Russia, conforming to the request 
ef all the signatory Powers of the above-named protocols of Wash- 
ington of May 7th, 1903, graciously named as arbitrators the fol- 
lowing members of the Permanent Court of Arbitration: 

His Excellency Mr. N. V. Mourawieff, Secretary of State of His 
Majesty the Emperor of Russia, Actual Privy Councilor, Minister 
of Justice and Procurator of the Russian Empire, 

Mr. H. Lammasch, Professor of Criminal and of International 
Law at the University of Vienna, member of the Upper House of 
the Austrian Parliament, and 

His Excellency Mr. F. de Martens, Doctor of Law, Privy Coun- 
cilor, permanent member of the Council of the Russian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, member of the /ustitut de France; 

Whereas tv unforeseen circumstances the tribunal of arbitration 
could not be definitely constituted till October 1st, 1903, the arbi- 
trators, at their first meeting on that day proceeding in conformity 
with Article 34 of the Convention of July 29th, 1899, to the nom- 
ination of the president of the tribunal, elected as such his Excel- 
lency Mr. Mourawieff, Minister of Justice; 

And whereas in virtue of the protocols of Washington of May 
7th, 1903, the above-named arbitrators, forming the legally consti- 
tuted tribunal of arbitration, had to decide, in conformity with 
Article 1 of the protocols of Washington of May 7th, 1903, the fol- 
lowing points: 
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The question as to whether or not Germany, Great Britain, and 
Italy are entitled to preferential or separate treatment in the pay- 
ment of their claims against Venezuela, and its decision shall be 
final. 

Venezuela having agreed to set aside thirty per cent of the cus- 
toms revenues of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello for the payment 
of the claims of all nations against Venezuela, the tribunal at The 
Hague shall decide how the said revenues shall be divided between 
the blockading Powers on the one hand and the other creditor 
Powers on the other hand, and its decision shall be final. 

If preferential or separate treatment is not given to the block- 
ading Powers, the tribunal shall decide how the said revenue shall 
be distributed among all the creditor Powers, and the parties hereto 
agree that the tribunal, in that case, shall consider, in connection 
with the payment of the claims out of the thirty per cent, any 
preference or pledges of revenues enjoyed by any of the creditor 
Powers, and shall accordingly decide the question of distribution 
so that no Power shall obtain preferential treatment, and its decision 
shall be final.* 


Whereas the above-named arbitrators, having examined with im- 
partiality and care all the documents and acts presented to the 
tribunal of arbitration by the agents of the Powers interested in 
this litigation, and having listened with the greatest attention to 
the oral pleadings delivered before the tribunal by the agents and 
counsel of the parties to the litigation; 

Whereas the tribunal, in its examination of the present litigation, 
had to be guided by the principles of international law and the 
maxims of justice; 

Whereas the various protocols signed at Washington since Feb- 
ruary 13th, 1903, and particularly the protocols of May 7th, 1903, 
the obligatory force of which is beyond all doubt, form the legal 
basis for the arbitral award; 

Whereas the tribunal has no competence at all either to contest 
the jurisdiction of the mixed commissions of arbitration established 
at Caracas, nor to judge their action; 

Whereas the tribunal considers itself absolutely incompetent to 
give a decision as to the character or the nature of the military oper- 
ations undertaken by Germany, Great Britain and Italy against 
Venezuela; 


1Post, p. 62. 
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Whereas also the tribunal of arbitration was not called upon to 
decide whether the three blockading Powers had exhausted all 
pacific methods in their dispute with Venezuela in order to prevent 
the employment of force; 

And it can only state the fact that since 1901 the Government of 
Venezuela categorically refused to submit its dispute with Germany 
and Great Britain to arbitration which was proposed several times 
and especially by the note of the German Government of July 16th, 
1901; 

Whereas after the war between Germany, Great Britain and Italy 
on the one hand and Venezuela on the other hand no formal treaty 
of peace was concluded between the belligerent Powers; 

Whereas the protocols, signed at Washington on February 13th, 
1903’, had not settled all the questions in dispute between the belig- 
erent parties, leaving open in particular the question of the distribu- 
tion of the receipts of the customs of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello; 

Whereas the belligerent Powers in submitting the question of 
preferential treatment in the matter of these receipts to the judg- 
ment of the tribunal of arbitration, agreed that the arbitral award 
should serve to fill up this void and to ensure the definite reestab- 
lishment of peace between them; 

Whereas on the other hand the warlike operations of the three 
great European Powers against Venezuela ceased before they had 
received satisfaction on all their claims, and on the other hand the 
question of preferential treatment was submitted to arbitration, the 
tribunal must recognize in these facts precious evidence in favor of 
the great principle of arbitration in all phases of international dis- 
putes; 

Whereas the blockading Powers, in admitting the adhesion to 
the stipulations of the protocols of February 13th, 1903, of the other 
Powers which had claims against Venezuela, could evidently not 
have the intention of renouncing either their acquired rights or their 
actual privileged position ; 

Whereas the Government of Venezuela in the protocols of Feb- 
ruary 13th, 1903 (Article 1), itself recognizes “in principle the jus- 
tice of the claims” presented to it by the Governments of Germany, 
Great Britain and Italy; 


1Post, pp. 65, 67, 70. 
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While in the protocol signed between Venezuela and the so-called 
neutral or pacific Powers the justice of the claims of these latter 
was not recognized in principle; 

Whereas the Government of Venezuela until the end of January 
1903 in no way protested against the pretension of the blockading 
Powers to insist on special securities for the settlement of their 
claims ; 

Whereas Venezuela itself during the diplomatic negotiations 
always made a formal distinction between “the allied Powers’ and 
“the neutral Powers’ ; 

Whereas the neutral Powers, who now claim before the tribunal 
of arbitration equality in the distribution of the thirty per cent of 
the customs receipts of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello, did not pro- 
test against the pretensions of the blockading Powers to a prefer- 
ential treatment either at the moment of the cessation of the war 
against Venezuela or immediately after the signature of the pro- 
tocols of February 13th, 1903; 

Whereas it appears from the negotiations which resulted in the 
signature of the protocols of February 13th and May 7th, 1903, 
that the German and British Governments constantly insisted on 
their being given guaranties for “a sufficient and punctual discharge 
of the obligations” (British memorandum of December 23d, 1902, 
communicated to the Government of the United States of Amer- 
cao) 

Whereas the plenipotentiary of the Government of Venezuela 
accepted this reservation on the part of the allied Powers without 
the least protest ; 

Whereas the Government of Venezuela engaged, with respect to 
the allied Powers alone, to offer special guaranties for the accom- 
plishment of its engagements ; 

Whereas the good faith which ought to govern international rela- 
tions imposes the duty of stating that the words “all claims” used 
by the representative of the Government of Venezuela in his con- 
ferences with the representatives of the allied Powers (statement 
left in the hands of Sir Michael Herbert by Mr. H. Bowen of 


1Not printed. 
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January 23rd, 1903*) could only mean the claims of these latter and 
could only refer to them; 

Whereas the neutral Powers, having taken no part in the warlike 
operations against Venezuela, could in some respects profit by the 
circumstances created by those operations, but without acquiring 
any new rights; 

Whereas the rights acquired by the neutral or pacific Powers with 
regard to Venezuela remain in the future absolutely intact and guar- 
anteed by respective international arrangements; 

Whereas in virtue of Article 5 of the protocols of May 7th, 1903, 
signed at Washington, the tribunal “shall also decide, subject to 
the general provisions laid down in Article 57 of the international 
Convention of July 29th, 1899, how, when and by whom the costs 
of this arbitration shall be paid”; 

For these reasons, the tribunal of arbitration decides and pro- 
nounces unanimously that: 

1. Germany, Great Britain and Italy have a right to preferential 
treatment for the payment of their claims against Venezuela; 

2. Venezuela having consented to put aside thirty per cent of the 
revenues of the customs of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello for the 
payment of the claims of all nations against Venezuela, the three 
above-named Powers have a right to preference in the payment of 
their claims by means of these thirty per cent of the receipts of the 
two Venezuelan ports above mentioned. 

3. Each party to the litigation shall bear its own costs and an 
equal share of the costs of the tribunal. 

The Government of the United States of America is charged with 
seeing to the execution of this latter clause within a term of three 
months. 

Done at The Hague, in the Permanent Court of Arbitration, 
February 22nd, 1904. 

(Signed) N. MourawirFrr 
(Signed) H. Lammascu 
(Signed) Martens 


1Mr. Bowen’s STATEMENT: Mr. Bowen proposes that all claims against Vene- 
zuela shall be paid out of the customs receipts of the two ports of La Guaira 
and Puerto Cabello, the percentage to be 30 per cent each month of the receipts. 
In case of failure on the part of Venezuela to pay the said 30 per cent, the 
creditor nations will be authorized to put, with the consent and without any 
opposition on the part of Venezuela, Belgian custom officials in charge of the 
said two custom houses, and to administer them until the entire foreign debt is 
paid. Official report, p. 159. 
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AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Protocol of Agreement between Germany and Venezuela respecting 
the reference of the question of the preferential treatment of claims 
to the tribunal at The Hague.—Signed at Washington, May 7, 1903.* 


Whereas protocols have been signed between Germany, Great 
Britain, Italy, the United States of America, France, Spain, Belgium, 
the Netherlands, Sweden and Norway, and Mexico on the one hand, 
and Venezuela on the other hand, containing certain conditions agreed 
upon for the settlement of claims against the Venezuelan Government? ; 

And whereas certain further questions arising out of the action taken 
by the Governments of Germany, Great Britain and Italy, in connec- 
tion with the settlement of their claims, have not proved to be sus- 
ceptible of settlement by ordinary diplomatic methods ; 

And whereas the Powers interested are resolved to determine these 
questions by reference to arbitration in accordance with the provisions 
of the Convention for the pacific settlement of international disputes, 
signed at The Hague on the 29th July, 1899; 

Venezuela and Germany have, with a view to carry out that resolu- 
tion, authorized their representatives, that is to say: 

Mr. Herbert W. Bowen as plenipotentiary of the Government of 
Venezuela, and 

The Imperial German Minister, Baron Speck von Sternburg, as rep- 
resentative of the Imperial German Government to conclude the fol- 
lowing agreement: 

ARTICLE 1 


The question as to whether or not Germany, Great Britain, and Italy 
are entitled to preferential or separate treatment in the payment of their 
claims against Venezuela shall be submitted for final decision to the 
tribunal at The Hague. 

Venezuela having agreed to set aside thirty per cent of the customs 
revenues of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello for the payment of the 
claims of all nations against Venezuela, the tribunal at The Hague shall 
decide how the said revenues shall be divided between the blockading 


1Official report, p. 17. For the German text, see Appendix, p. 445. Identical 
protocols were signed on the same date by Venezuela with Great Britain and Italy 
respectively, both of which were done in the English language. Belgium, Mexico, 
the Netherlands, Sweden and Norway, and the United States signed as ad- 
herents (post, p. 64). Spain, though not a signatory, also adhered and was 
represented by counsel before the tribunal. 

2Post, pp. 65, 67, 70, 74. 
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Powers, on the one hand, and the other creditor Powers, on the other 
hand, and its decision shall be final. 

If preferential or separate treatment is not given to the blockading 
Powers, the tribunal shall decide how the said revenues shall be dis- 
tributed among all the creditor Powers, and the parties hereto agree 
that the tribunal, in that case, shall consider, in connection with the 
payment of the claims out of the thirty per cent, any preference or 
pledges of revenue enjoyed by any of the creditor Powers, and shall 
accordingly decide the question of distribution so that no Power shall 
obtain preferential treatment, and its decision shall be final. 


ARTICLE 2 


The facts on which shall depend the decision of the questions stated 
in Article 1 shall be ascertained in such manner as the tribunal may 
determine. 


ARTICLE 3 


The Emperor of Russia shall be invited to name and appoint from 
the members of the Permanent Court of The Hague three arbitrators 
to constitute the tribunal which is to determine and settle the questions 
submitted to it under and by virtue of this agreement. 

None of the arbitrators so appointed shall be a subject or citizen of 
any of the signatory or creditor Powers. 

This tribunal shall meet on the first day of September 1903, and 
shall render its decision within six months thereafter. 


ARTICLE 4 


The proceedings shall be carried on in the English language but 
arguments may, with the permission of the tribunal, be made in any 
other language also. 

Except as herein otherwise stipulated, the procedure shall be regu- 
lated by the Convention of The Hague of July 29th, 1899. 


ARTICLE 5 


The tribunal shall, subject to the general provision laid down in 
Article 57 of the international Convention of July 29th, 1899, also de- 
cide how, when and by whom the costs of this arbitration shall be paid. 
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ARTICLE 6 


Any nation having claims against Venezuela may join as a party in 
the arbitration provided for by this agreement. © 
Done in duplicate at Washington this seventh day of May, one 
thousand nine hundred and three. 
(Signed) Hersert W. Bowen 
(Signed) STERNBURG 


The undersigned nations having claims against Venezuela hereby 
join with her as parties in the arbitration provided for in the foregoing 
protocol.* 

For the United States of America, 


JoHn Hay 
For the Republic of Mexico, 
[SEAL] M. DE AzPIROZ 
For Sweden and Norway, 
[SEAL] May 27, 1903. A. Grip 


L’Ambassadeur de France, diment autorisé et agissant au nom de 
son Gouvernement, adhére au protocole ci-dessus, sous réserve qu'il 
est bien entendu que l’article 4 du dit protocole ne fera pas obstacle a 
Vapplication de la disposition de l’article 38 de l’acte de La Haye, aux 
termes de laquelle c’est le tribunal arbitral qui décide du choix des 
langues dont il fera usage et dont l’emploi sera autorisé devant lui. 

1° Juin 1903. 

[SEAL] — JUSSERAND 

Le Ministre de Belgique, diment autorisé et agissant au nom de son 
Gouvernement adhére au protocole ci-dessus. 

12 Juin 1903. 

[SEAL] Bn. MONCHEUR 

Le Ministre des Pays-Bas, diment autorisé et agissant:au nom de 
son Gouvernement adhére au protocole ci-dessus. 

Washington, le 13 Juin 1903. 

[SEAL] GEVERS 


1Malloy, Treaties, Conventions, etc., between the United States and Other 
Powers, vol. 2, p. 1876 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Protocol of Agreement between the Governments of Germany and 
Venezuela for the settlement of German claims—Signed at Wash- 
ington, February 13, 1903. 

Whereas certain differences have arisen between Germany and 
the United States of Venezuela in connection with the claims of Ger- 
man subjects against the Venezuelan Government, the undersigned, 
Baron Speck von Sternburg, His Imperial German Majesty’s Envoy 
Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary, duly authorized by the 
Imperial German Government, and Mr. Herbert W. Bowen, duly 
authorized by the Government of Venezuela, have agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE 1 


The Venezuela Government recognize in principle the justice of 
the claims of German subjects presented by the Imperial German 
Government. 

ARTICLE 2 


The German claims originating from the Venezuelan civil wars of 
1898 to 1900 amount to 1,718,815.67 bolivares. The Venezuelan 
Government undertake to pay of said amount immediately in cash 
the sum of £5,500=137,500 bolivares (five thousand five hundred 
pounds=one hundred thirty-seven thousand five hundred bDolivares) 
and for the payment of the rest to redeem five bills of exchange for 
the corresponding installments payable on the 15th of March, the 
15th of April, the 15th of May, the 15th of June, and the 15th of 
July, 1903, to the Imperial German diplomatic agent in Caracas. 
These bills shall be drawn immediately by Mr. Bowen and handed 
over to Baron Sternburg. 

Should the Venezuelan Government fail to redeem one of these 
bills, the payment shall be made from the customs receipts of La 
Guaira and Puerto Cabello, and the administration of both ports 
shall be put in charge of Belgian custom-house officials until the com- 
plete extinction of the said debts. 


ARTICLE 3 


The German claims not mentioned in Articles 2 and 6, in particu- 
lar the claims resulting from the present Venezuelan civil war, the 


10 fficial report, p. 5. For the German text, see Appendix, p. 447. 
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claims of the Great Venezuelan Railroad Company against the Ven- 
ezuelan Government for passages and freight, the claims of the engi- 
neer Carl Henkel in Hamburg and of the Beton and Monierbau Com- 
pany (Limited) in Berlin for the construction of a slaughterhouse 
at Caracas, are to be submitted to a mixed commission. 

Said commission shall decide both whether the different claims are 
materially well founded and also upon their amount. The Venezu- 
elan Government admit their liability in cases where the claim is for 
injury to, or wrongful seizure of, property and consequently the com- 
mission will not have to decide the question of liability, but only 
whether the injury to or the seizure of property were wrongful acts 
and what amount of compensation is due. 


ARTICLE 4 


The mixed commission mentioned in Article 3 shall have its seat 
in Caracas. It shall consist of two members, one of which is to be 
appointed by the Imperial German Government, the other by the 
Government of Venezuela. The appointments are to be made before 
May 1, 1903. In each case where the two members come to an 
agreement on the claims, their decision shall be considered as final; 
in cases of disagreement, the claims shall be submitted to the deci- 
sion of an umpire to be nominated by the President of the United 
States of America. 

ARTICLE 5 


For the purpose of paying the claims specified in Article 3 as well 
as similar claims preferred by other Powers the Venezuelan Govern- 
ment shall remit to the representative of the Bank of England in Car- 
acas in monthly instalments, beginning from March 1, 1903, 30 per 
cent of the customs revenues of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello, which 
shall not be alienated to any other purpose. Should the Venezuelan 
Government fail to carry out this obligation Belgian customs officials 
shall be placed in charge of the customs of the two ports and shall 
administer them until the liabilities of the Venezuelan Government 
in respect to the above-mentioned claims shall have been discharged. 

Any questions as to the distribution of the customs revenues spe- 
cified in the foregoing paragraph, as well as to the rights of Germany, 
Great Britain and Italy to a separate payment of their claims, shall 
be determined in default of another agreement, by the permanent 
tribunal of arbitration at The Hague. All other Powers interested 
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may join as parties in the arbitration proceedings against the above- 
mientioned three Powers. 
ARTICLE 6 


The Venezuelan Goverment undertake to make a new satisfac- 
tory arrangement to settle simultaneously the five per cent Venezu- 
elan loan of 1896 which is chiefly in German hands, and the entire 
exterior debt. In this arrangement the State revenues to be employed 
for the service of the debt are to be determined without prejudice to 
the obligations already existing. 


ARTICLE 7 


The Venezuelan men-of-war and merchant vessels captured by the 
German naval forces shall be returned to the Venezuelan Government 
in their actual condition. No claims for indemnity can be based on 
the capture and on the holding of these vessels, neither will an in- 
demnity be granted for injury to or destruction of the same. 


ARTICLE 8 


Immediately upon the signature of this protocol the blockade of the 
Venezuelan ports shall be raised by the Imperial German Govern- 
ment in concert with the Governments of Great Britain and Italy. 
Also the diplomatic relations between the Imperial German and the 
Venezuelan Government will be resumed. 

Done in duplicate in German and English texts at Washington this 
thirteenth day of February, one thousand nine hundred and three. 

(Signed) StTERNBURG 
(Signed) HeErsert W. Bowen 


Protocol between Great Britain and the United States of Venezuela 
relating to the settlement of the British claims and other matters. 
—Signed at Washington, February 13, 1903." 

Whereas certain differences have arisen between Great Britain and 
the United States of Venezuela in connection with the claims of 
British subjects against the Venezuelan Government, the undersigned, 
his Excellency the Right Honorable Sir Michael H. Herbert, K. C. 


1Official Report, p. 9. 
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M. G., C. B., His Britannic Majesty’s Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary to the United States of America, and Mr. Her- 
bert W. Bowen, duly authorized thereto by the Government of Ven- 
ezuela, have agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE 1 


The Venezuelan Government declare that they recognize in prin- 
ciple the justice of the claims which have been preferred by His 
Majesty’s Government on behalf of British subjects. 


ARTICLE 2 


The Venezuelan Government will satisfy at once, by payment in 
cash or its equivalent, the claims of British subjects, which amount 
to about £5,500, arising out of the seizure and plundering of British 
vessels and the outrages on their crews, and the maltreatment and 
false imprisonment of British subjects. 


ARTICLE 3 


The British and Venezuelan Governments agree that the other 
British claims, including claims by British subjects other than those 
dealt with in Article 6 hereof, and including those preferred by the 
railway companies, shall, unless otherwise satisfied, be referred to a 
mixed commission constituted in the manner defined in Article 4 of 
this protocol, and which shall examine the claims and decide upon 
the amount to be awarded in satisfaction of each claim. 

The Venezuelan Government admit their liability in cases where 
the claim is for injury to, or wrongful seizure of property, and con- 
sequently the questions which the mixed commission will have to 
decide in such cases will only be— 

(a) Whether the injury took place, and whether the seizure was 
wrongful and 

(b) If so, what amount of compensation is due. 

In other cases the claims shall be referred to the mixed commission 
without reservation. 

ARTICLE 4. 


The mixed commission shall consist of one British member and one 
Venezuelan member. In each case where they come to an agreement, 
their decision shall be final. In cases of disagreement, the claims 
shall be referred to the decision of an umpire nominated by the Pres- 
ident of the United States of America. 
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ARTICLE 5 


The Venezuelan Government being willing to provide a sum suf- 
ficient for the payment within a reasonable time of the claims speci- 
fied in Article 3 and similar claims preferred by other Governments, 
undertake to assign to the British Government, commencing the Ist 
day of March, 1903, for this purpose, and to alienate to no other 
purpose, thirty per cent in monthly payments of the customs revenues 
of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello. In the case of failure to carry 
out this undertaking, Belgian officials shall be placed in charge of 
the customs of the two ports, and shall administer them until the 
liabilities of the Venezuelan Government, in respect of the above- 
mentioned claims, shall have been discharged. 

Any question as to the distribution of the customs revenues so to 
be assigned and as to the rights of Great Britain, Germany, and Italy 
to a separate settlement of their claims, shall be determined, in default 
of arrangement, by the tribunal at The Hague, to which any other 
Power interested may appeal. 

Pending the decision of the Hague tribunal, the said thirty per 
cent of the receipts of the customs of the ports of La Guaira and 
Puerto Cabello are to be paid over to the representatives of the Bank 
of England at Caracas. 

ARTICLE 6 


The Venezuelan Government further undertake to enter into a 
fresh arrangement respecting the external debt of Venezuela, with a 
view to the satisfaction of the claims of the bondholders. This ar- 
rangement shall include a definition of the sources from which the 
necessary payments are to be provided. 


ARTICLE 7 


The British and Venezuelan Governments agree that, inasmuch as 
it may be contended that the establishment of a blockade of Venezu- 
elan ports by the British naval forces has, ipso facto, created a state 
of war between Great Britain and Venezuela, and that any treaty 
existing between the two countries has been thereby abrogated, it 
shall be recorded in an exchange of notes between the undersigned 
that the convention between Great Britain and Venezuela of October 
29, 1834, which adopted and confirmed, mutatis mutandis, the treaty 
of April 18, 1825, between Great Britain and the State of Colombia, 
shall be deemed to be renewed and confirmed, or provisionally re- 
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newed and confirmed, pending conclusion of a new treaty of amity 
and commerce. 
ARTICLE 8 


Immediately upon the signature of this protocol arrangements will 
be made by His Majesty’s Government, in concert with the Govern- 
ments of Germany and Italy, to raise the blockade of the Venezuelan 
ports. 

His Majesty’s Government will be prepared to restore the vessels 
of the Venezuelan navy which have been seized, and further to 
release any other vessels captured under the Venezuelan flag, on the 
receipt of a guarantee from the Venezuelan Government that they 
will hold His Majesty’s Government indemnified in respect of any 
proceedings which might be taken against them by the owners of 
such ships or of goods on board them. 


ARTICLE 9 


The treaty of amity and commerce of October 29, 1834, having 
been confirmed in accordance with the terms of Article 7 of this 
protocol, His Majesty’s Government will be happy to renew Ns 
matic relations with the Government of Venezuela. 

Done in duplicate at Washington, this 13th day of February, 1903. 

(Signed) MicuarL H. HERBERT 
(Signed) Herrsert W. Bowen 


Protocol of Agreement between Italy and Venezuela relative to the 
settlement of Italian claams—Signed at Washington, February 13, 


1903.* 

Whereas certain differences have arisen between Italy and the 
United States of Venezuela in connection with the Italian claims 
against the Venezuelan Government, the undersigned, his Excellency 
Nobile Edmondo Mayor des Planches, Commander of the Orders of 
SS. Maurice and Lazarus and the Crown of Italy, Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of His Majesty the King of Italy 
to the United States of America, and Mr. Herbert W. Bowen duly 
authorized thereto by the Government of Venezuela, have agreed as 
follows: 


1Official Report, p. 13. 
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ARTICLE 1 


The Venezuelan Government declare that they recognize in prin- 
ciple the justice of claims which have been preferred by His Majesty’s 
Government on behalf of Italian subjects. 


ARTICLE 2 


The Venezuelan Government agree to pay to the ltalian Govern- 
ment, as a satisfaction of the point of honor, the sum of £5,500, (five 
thousand five hundred pounds sterling), in cash or its equivalent, 
which sum is to be paid within sixty days. 


ARTICLE 3 


The Venezuelan Government recognize, accept and will pay the 
amount of the Italian claims of the first rank derived from the revo- 
lutions [of] 1898-1900, in the sum of 2,810,255 (two million eight 
‘ hundred and ten thousand, two hundred and fifty-five) belivares. 

It is expressly agreed that the payment of the above Italian claims 
of the first rank will be made without being the same claims or the 
same sum submitted to the mixed commission and without any revi- 
sion or objection. 


ARTICLE 4 


The Italian and Venezuelan Governments agree that all the re- 
maining Italian claims, without exception, other than those dealt with- 
in Article 7 hereof, shall, unless otherwise satisfied, be referred to a 
mixed commission to be constituted, as soon as possible, in the man- 
ner defined in Article 6 of the protocol, and which shall examine the 
claims and decide upon the amount to be awarded in satisfaction of 
each. 

The Venezuelan Government admit their liability in cases where 
the claim is for injury to persons and property and for wrongful 
seizure of the latter, and consequently the questions which the mixed 
commission will have to decide in such cases will only be: 

(a) Whether the injury took place or whether the seizure was 
wrongful and 

(b) If so, what amount of compensation is due. 

In other cases the claims will be referred to the mixed commission 
without reservation. 
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ARTICLE 5 


The Venezuelan Government being willing to provide a sum suf- 
ficient for the payment, within a reasonable time, of the claims speci- 
fied in Articles 3 and 4 and similar claims preferred by other Gov- 
ernments, undertake and obligate themselves to assign to the Italian 
Government, commencing the first day of March 1903, for this pur- 
pose, and to alienate to no other purpose, thirty per cent of the cus- 
toms revenues of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello. In the case of failure 
to carry out this undertaking and obligation, Belgian officials shall be 
placed in charge of the two ports, and shall administer them until 
the liabilities of the Venezuelan Government, in respect of the above- 
mentioned claims, shall have been discharged. 

Any question as to the distribution of the customs revenues so to 
be assigned, and as to the rights of Italy, Great Britain, and Germany 
to a separate settlement of their claims, shall be determined, in de- 
fault of arrangement, by the tribunal at The Hague, to which any 
other Power interested may appeal. 

Pending the decision of The Hague tribunal the said thirty per cent 
of the receipts of the customs of the ports of La Guaira and Puerto 
Cabello are to be paid over to the representatives of the Bank of 
England at Caracas. 

ARTICLE 6 


The mixed commission shall consist of one Italian member and one 
Venezuelan member. 

In each case, where they come to an agreement, their decision shall 
be final. In case of disagreement, the claims shall be referred to the 
decision of an umpire nominated by the President of the United States 
of America. 

ARTICLE 7 


The Venezuelan Government further undertake to enter into a fresh 
arrangement respecting the external debt of Venezuela with a view to 
the satisfaction of the claims of the bondholders. This arrangement 
shall include a definition of the sources from which the necessary pay- 
ments are to be provided. 

ARTICLE 8 


The treaty of amity, commerce, and navigation between Italy and 
Venezuela of June 19, 1861, is renewed and confirmed. It is how- 
ever expressly agreed between the two Governments that the inter- 
pretation to be given to the Articles 4 and 26 is the following: 
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According to the Article 4, Italians in Venezuela and Venezuelans in 
Italy can not in any case receive a treatment less favorable than the 
natives, and, according to Article 26, Italians in Venezuela and Ven- 
ezuelans in Italy are entitled to receive, in every matter and especially 
in the matter of claims, the treatment of the most favored nation, as 
it is established in the same Article 26. 

If there is doubt or conflict between the two articles, the Article 26 
will be followed. 

It is further specifically agreed that the above treaty shall never be 
invoked, in any case, against the provisions of the present protocol. 


ARTICLE 9 


At once upon the signing of this protocol, arrangements shall be 
made by His Majesty’s Government, in concert with the Governments 
of Germany and Great Britain, to raise the blockade of the Venezu- 
elan ports. 

His Majesty’s Government will be prepared to restore the vessels 
of the Venezuelan navy which may have been seized, and further to 
release any other vessel captured under the Venezuelan flag during 
the blockade. 


ARTICLE 10 


The treaty of amity, commerce, and navigation of June 19th, 1861, 
having been renewed and confirmed in accordance with the terms of 
Article 8 of this protocol, His Majesty’s Government declare that they 
will be happy to re-establish regular diplomatic relations with the 
Government of Venezuela. 

Washington, D. C., February 13, 1903. 

(Signed) E. Mayor pes PLANCHES 
(Signed) Hersert W. BowENn 


We interpret our three protocols to mean that the thirty per cent 
referred to therein, of the total income of the custom-houses of La 
Guaira and Puerto Cabello, shall be delivered to the representative of 
the Bank of England at Caracas, and that the said thirty per cent is 
not assigned to any one Power but it is to be retained by the said rep- 
resentative of the Bank of England in Caracas and paid out by him 
in conformity with the decision rendered by the tribunal at The 
Hague. 

Washington, February 14th, 1903. 
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Protocol of an Agreement between the United States of America and 
the Republic of Venezuela for submission to arbitration of all un- 
settled claims against Venezuela—sSigned at Washington, Febru- 


ary I7, 1903.* 

The United States of America and the Republic of Venezuela, 
through their representatives, John Hay, Secretary of State of the 
United States of America, and Herbert W. Bowen, the plenipotentiary 
of the Republic of Venezuela, have agreed upon and signed the fol- 
lowing protocol. 

ARTICLE 1 


All claims owned by citizens of the United States of America against 
the Republic of Venezuela which have not been settled by diplomatic 
agreement or by arbitration between the two Governments, and which 
shall have been presented to the commission hereinafter named by 
the Department of State of the United States or its Legation at Car- 
acas, shall be examined and decided by a mixed commission, which 
shall sit at Caracas, and which shall consist of two members, one of 
whom is to be appointed by the President of the United States and the 
other by the President of Venezuela. 

It is agreed that an umpire may be named by the Queen of the 
Netherlands. If either of said commissioners or the umpire should 
fail or cease to act, his successor shall be appointed forthwith in the 
same manner as his predecessor. Said commissioners and umpire 
are to be appointed before the first day of May, 1903. 

The commissioners and the umpire shall meet in the city of Car- 
acas on the first day of June, 1903. The umpire shall preside over 
their deliberations, and shall be competent to decide any question on 
which the commissioners disagree. Before assuming the functions 
of their office the commissioners and the umpire shall take solemn 
oath carefully to examine and impartially decide, according to justice 
and the provisions of this convention, all claims submitted to them, 
and such oaths shall be entered on the record of their. proceedings. 
The commissioners, or in case of their disagreement, the umpire, shall 
decide all claims upon a basis of absolute equity, without regard to 
objections of a technical nature, or of the provisions of local legisla- 
tion. 


1Malloy, Treaties, Conventions, etc., between the United States and Other 
Powers, vol. 2, p. 1870. For the Spanish text, see Appendix, p. 449. Similar 
protocols were signed by Venezuela with the following countries: Belgium 
(March 7, 1903), France (February 27, 1903), Mexico (February 26, 1903), 
Netherlands (February 28, 1903), Spain (April 2, 1903), Sweden and Norway 
(March 10, 1903). 
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The decisions of the commission, and in the event of their disa- 
greement, those of the umpire, shall be final and conclusive. They 
shall be in writing. All awards shall be made payable in United 
States gold, or its equivalent in silver. 


ARTICLE 2 


The commissioners, or umpire, as the case may be, shall investi- 
gate and decide said claims upon such evidence or information only 
as shall be furnished by or on behalf of the respective Governments. 
They shall be bound to receive and consider all written documents or 
statements which may be presented to them by or on behalf of the 
respective Governments in support of or in answer to any claim, and 
to hear oral or written arguments made by the agent of each Govern- 
ment on every claim. In case of their failure to agree in opinion 
upon any individual claim, the umpire shall decide. 

Every claim shall be formally presented to the commissioners within 
thirty days from the day of their first meeting, unless the commis- 
sioners or the umpire in any case extend the period for presenting the 
claim not exceeding three months longer. The commissioners shall 
be bound to examine and decide upon every claim within six months 
from the day of its first formal presentation, and in case of their dis- 
agreement, the umpire shall examine and decide within a correspond- 
ing period from the date of such disagreement. 


ARTICLE 3 


The commissioners and the umpire shall keep an accurate record 
of their proceedings. For that purpose, each commissioner shall ap- 
point a secretary versed in the language of both countries, to assist 
them in the transaction of the business of the commission. Except 
as herein stipulated, all questions of procedure shall be left to the de- 
termination of the commission, or in case of their disagreement, to 
the umpire. 

ARTICLE 4 


Reasonable compensation to the commissioners and to the umpire 
for their services and expenses, and the other expenses of said arbi- 
tration, are to be paid in equal moities by the contracting parties. 


ARTICLE 5 


In order to pay the total amount of the claims to be adjudicated as 
aforesaid, and other claims of citizens or subjects of other nations, 
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the Government of Venezuela shall set apart for this purpose, and 
alienate to no other purpose, beginning with the month of March, 
1903, thirty per cent in monthly payments of the customs revenues 
of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello, and the payments thus set aside 
shall be divided and distributed in conformity with the decision of 
The Hague tribunal. 

In case of the failure to carry out the above agreement, Belgian 
officials shall be placed in charge of the customs of the two ports, and 
shall administer them until the liabilities of the Venezuelan Govern- 
ment in respect to the above claims shall have been discharged. The 
reference of the question above stated to the Hague tribunal will be 
the subject of a separate protocol. 


ARTICLE 6 


All existing and unsatisfied awards in favor of citizens of the 
United States shall be promptly paid, according to the terms of the 
respective awards. 

Washington, D. C., February 17, 1903. 

Joun Hay [SEAL] 
HERBERT W. BowEN [SEAL] 


THE JAPANESE HOUSE TAX CASE 


between 
FRANCE, GERMANY, GREAT BRITAIN and JAPAN 


Decided May 22, 1905 


Syllabus 


This case had its origin in the extraterritorial jurisdiction which 
was maintained respecting the citizens of foreign nations resident in 
Japan prior to 1894. By treaties with Great Britain, Germany and 
France, dated respectively, July 16, 18941 April 4, 1896,? and August 
4, 1896, this practice was abandoned, Japan agreeing to set aside for 
perpetual lease to citizens or subjects of foreign nations certain tracts 
of land at various treaty ports. It was provided that no conditions 
other than those contained in the leases would be imposed in respect 
to such property. Accordingly, no taxes or charges, except those 
named in the leases, were paid for municipal or other purposes for a 
number of years subsequent to the signature of the treaties. Finally, 
however, the Japanese assumed the position that the leases had refer- 
ence only to unimproved land, and that the houses or other improve- 
ments were not included. The interested Governments declined to 
accede to Japan’s view and the question was referred, by a compromis 
dated August 28, 1902,* to a tribunal selected from the panel of the 
Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague as follows: Gregers 
Gram of Norway, Louis Renault of France, and Itchiro Motono of 
Japan. The sessions began November 21, 1904, and ended May 15, 
1905, and the decision was rendered May 22, 1905. By a majority 
opinion, signed by the French and Norwegian members, the tribunal 
held that: 

The provisions of the treaties and other engagements mentioned in 
the arbitration protocols not only exempt the lands held by virtue of 
the perpetual leases granted by the Japanese Government or in its 
name, but they exempt the lands and the buildings of every nature 
constructed or which may be constructed on these lands from all im- 
posts, taxes, charges, contributions, or conditions whatsoever other 
than those expressly stipulated in the leases in question. 

The Japanese member dissented from this decision and upheld the 
contentions of his Government. 


1Post, p. 89. 2Post, p. 91. 8Post, p. 92. 4Post, p. 85. 
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AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the tribunal of arbitration constituted in virtue of the 
protocols signed at Tokio, August 28, 1902, between Japan, on 
the one hand, and Germany, France and Great Britain on the 
other hand.—The Hague, May 22, 1905." 

Whereas, according to the protocols signed at Tokio on August 
28, 1902,” a disagreement has arisen between the Government of 
Japan on the one hand and the Governments of Germany, France, 
and Great Britain on the other regarding the real meaning and scope 
of the following provisions of the respective treaties and other 
agreements existing between them, namely: 

Paragraph 4, Article 18, of the treaty of commerce and naviga- 
tion of April 4, 1896, between Japan and Germany: ‘When such 
incorporation takes place [that is to say, when the several foreign 
settlements in Japan shall have been incorporated with the respective 
Japanese communes], the existing leases in perpetuity under which 
property is now held in the said settlements shall be confirmed, and 
no conditions whatsoever other than those contained in such exist- 
ing leases shall be imposed in respect of such property” ; and para- 
graph 3 of the complementary communication of the same date from 
the German Secretary for Foreign Affairs to the Japanese Minister 
at Berlin: “3. That, as the proprietary rights in the settlements 
mentioned in Article 18 of the treaty continue to belong to the 
Japanese State, the owners or their legal successors shall not have 
to pay duties or taxes of any kind for their land except the contract 
ground rent” ; and the clause in the reply of the Japanese Minister of 
the same date, to the foregoing communication: ‘‘That he entirely 
indorses the explanatory statements set forth therein, in Nos. 1 to 4, 
concerning the acquisition of real rights in landed property, the 
construction of warehouses, the freedom from taxation in the for- 
eign settlements, and the preservation of duly-acquired rights after 
the expiration of the treaty” ; 

Paragraph 4, Article 21, of the revised treaty of August 4, 1896, 
between Japan and France: ‘When the changes above-indicated 
shall have taken place [that is to say, when the several foreign set- 


1American Journal of International Law, vol. 2, p. 915. For the original 
French text, see Appendix, p. 452. 
2Post, p. 85. 
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tlements in Japan shall have been incorporated with the respective 
Japanese communes and made a part of the municipal system of 
Japan; and when the competent Japanese authorities shall have 
assumed all municipal obligations and duties, and the municipal 
funds and property belonging to such settlements shall have been 
transferred to said Japanese authorities], the leases in perpetuity, 
in virtue of which foreigners now possess property in the settle- 
ments, shall be confirmed, and property of that character shall not 
be subject to any duties, taxes, charges, contributions or conditions 
whatsoever, other than those expressly stipulated in the leases in 
question” ; 

Paragraph 4 of Article 18 of the revised treaty of July 16, 1894, 
between Japan and Great Britain: “When such incorporation takes 
place’ [that is, when the various foreign quarters existing in Japan 
shall have been incorporated into the respective communes of Ja- 
pan], “existing leases in perpetuity under which property is now 
held in the said settlements shall be confirmed, and no conditions 
whatsoever other than those contained in such existing leases shall 
be imposed in respect of such property.” 

Whereas the Powers at variance have agreed to submit their dif- 
ferences to the decision of a tribunal of arbitration; 

And whereas in virtue of the above-mentioned protocols the Gov- 
ernments of Germany, France, and Great Britain have designated as 
arbitrator Mr. Louis Renault, Minister Plenipotentiary, member of 
the Institute of France, professor in the Faculty of Law at Paris, 
Jurisconsult of the Department of Foreign Affairs, and the Gov- 
ernment of Japan has designated as arbitrator his Excellency Mr. 
Itchiro Motono, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipoten- 
tiary of His Majesty the Emperor of Japan at Paris, Doctor of 
Laws; 

And whereas the two above-mentioned arbitrators have chosen as 
umpire Mr. Gregers Gram, former Minister of State of Norway, 
Frovincial Governor ; 

And whereas the tribunal thus composed has as its mission to 
decide, in the last resort, on the following question : 

Do the provisions of the treaties and other engagements herein- 
above mentioned exempt only the lands held by virtue of the per- 
petual leases granted by the Japanese Government or in its name, 
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or do they exempt the lands and the buildings of every nature con- 
structed or which may be constructed on these lands, from all im- 
posts, taxes, charges, contributions, or conditions whatsoever other 
than those especially stipulated in the leases in question? 

Whereas the Japanese Government maintains that the lands alone 
are exempt from the payment of imposts and other charges to the 
extent which has just been indicated; 

And whereas the Governments of Germany, France, and Great 
Britain claim, on the contrary, that the buildings constructed on 
these lands enjoy the same exemption; 

And whereas, in order to understand the nature and the scope 
of the engagements contracted on both sides through the perpetual 
leases it is necessary to examine several arrangements and agree- 
nients concluded, under the old treaties, between the Japanese au- 
thorities and the representatives of several Powers; 

And whereas from these acts and stipulations inserted in the 
leases it is shown: 

That the Japanese Government had consented to lend its assist- 
ance for the creation of foreign quarters in certain cities and ports 
of Japan, open to the citizens of other nations; 

That on the lands designated for the use of the foreigners in 
the various localities the Japanese Government has executed, at 
its own expense, works for the purpose of facilitating their urban 
cccupation ; 

That as foreigners are not allowed to acquire ownership of lands 
situated in the country according to the principles of Japanese law, 
the Government has given them a perpetual lease on the lands; 

That the leases determine the extent of the lots leased and stipu- 
late a fixed annual rent, calculated in proportion to the area leased ; 

That it was agreed that in principle the foreign quarters should 
remain outside the municipal system of Japan, but that they were 
not subjected to a uniform organization; 

That it was decided, by means of regulations, how the various 
administrative functions should be provided for, and that it was 
prescribed that the holders of the lands should be obliged to con- 
tribute partially toward the expenses of the municipality by means 
of dues the amount and mode of collection of which were deter- 
mined ; 
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And whereas it would be easy to explain the care taken in word- 
ing these documents in order to define the obligations of every nature 
incumbent on foreigners toward the Japanese Government, if it 
were understood that the annual rent represented not only the price 
of the lease but also the counterpart of the imposts which the lessees 
would have been owing by reason of the situation created in their 
favor by the leases, and that, consequently, they would not, in this 
capacity, have to bear any imposts and charges but those expressly 
mentioned in the said leases; 

And whereas, moreover, it is not denied that this is the real mean- 
ing of this document, as far as lands are concerned, but the Japanese 
Government alleges that the leases referred only to the bare lands 
and does not admit that the buildings erected on the lands shall be 
cemprised in the stipulations on which the exemption from taxes 
would be based ; 

And whereas it alleged that the lands alone belonged to the Gov- 
ernment, the buildings being, on the contrary, the property of the 
lessees and that in consequence the immunity in question can only 
extend to the real estate which had never been separated from the 
Government domain; and whereas, nevertheless, the question to be 
decided is whether, from the Government’s point of view, the build- 
ings erected on the leased lands were, by mutual consent, considered 
as accessories of these lands or not, and the solution of this question 
does not depend on distinctions drawn from a pretended difference 
with regard to the ownership of the real estate ; 

And whereas the tribunal can therefore not stop to take up the 
discussion begun on this subject and based on the principles of civil 
law; 

And whereas the lands were leased for the purpose of building 
houses on them, as is shown at once by the situation of the lands 
and the nature of the improvements made thereon by the Japanese 
Government ; 

And whereas the obligation to erect buildings was imposed in 
some localities under penalty of forfeiture, and the leases often con- 
tained a clause according to which the buildings situated on the lands 
should become the property of the Japanese Government in case the 
lessee failed to fulfil his engagements; 

And whereas it must be admitted that the circumstances just re- 
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lated offer arguments in refutation of the claim that the soil and 
the buildings constitute entirely different objects from the Govern- 
ment’s standpoint in the relations between the parties; 

And whereas in concluding these acts the Japanese Government 
acted not only as owner of the lands leased but also in its capacity 
as the sovereign Power of the country; 

And whereas the will of the parties was consequently the law in 
the matter, and, in order to determine how the acts were really in- 
terpreted we must examine the treatment to which the holders of 
the lands have actually been subjected in the various localities as 
far as the taxes are concerned ; 

And whereas, in this regard, it is known that, according to a prac- 
tice which has never varied and has been in existence for a long num- 
ber of years, not only the lands in question but also the buildings 
erected thereon have been exempt from all taxes, imposts, charges, 
contributions, or conditions other than those expressly stipulated in 
the perpetual leases; 

And whereas the Government of Japan maintains, to be sure, that 
this state of affairs, as well as the fiscal immunity which was en- 
ioyed by foreigners in general in that country, was due only to the 
circumstance that the consular tribunals refused to give the neces- 
sary sanction to the fiscal laws of the country; 

Whereas, however, this claim is unsustained by evidence and it 
is not even alleged that the Japanese Government ever made any 
reservations with respect to the German, French, and British Gov- 
ernments for the purpose of maintaining the rights which it says 
were violated ; 

And whereas, although it has been alleged that the immunity 
enjoyed by foreigners with respect to taxes under the old treaties 
was general and extended to foreigners residing outside the conces- 
sion in question, it is nevertheless shown from information furnished 
on the subject of the holders of real estate (lands and houses) at 
Hiogo that the said rule was not universally applied ; 

And whereas, at all events, the actual situation is not doubtful, 
however it is explained ; 

And whereas, from the standpoint of the interpretation of the 
provisions of the new treaties with regard to which there is a dis- 
pute among the parties: 
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The drafting of Article 18 of the treaty between Great Britain 
and Japan (which treaty was previous to the two others), had been 
preceded by propositions to place foreigners holding lands on the 
same footing as Japanese subjects, both from the standpoint of the 
ownership of real estate which had been granted them on lease and 
in regard to the payment of taxes and imposts, but it was after- 
wards agreed upon to continue the system which had prevailed until 
then; 

And the Japanese Government claims, to be sure, that the ques- 
tion of maintaining the status quo referred only to the lands, but this 
claim is not substantiated by the expressions employed during the 
course of negotiations; 

And, on the contrary, the representative of the Japanese Govern- 
mient who took the initiative in order to reach an agreement along 
these lines confined himself to proposing the maintenance of the 
Status quo in the foreign settlements; 

And it is not to be presumed that the delegate of Great Britain, 
in presenting a project worked out on the basis of said proposition, 
intended to make a restriction with regard to the buildings, which is 
neither shown by the words inserted in the record nor by the purport 
ef the article proposed by him; 

And, in order to maintain the status quo integrally, it would not 
be sufficient to admit that the fiscal immunity, which up to that time 
had extended to both lands and buildings in the foreign settlement, 
should be maintained with regard to the soil only and that it should 
cease to exist as far as the houses are concerned; 

And this must especially be the case if we consider that, in order 
to conform to what had been agreed upon, the parties did not con- 
fine themselves to drawing up a provision with regard to the con- 
firmation of the leases, but added that no conditions whatsoever 
other than those contained in such existing leases shall be imposed 
with respect to such property; 

And this latter clause is worded still more explicitly in the treaty 
with France; 

And whereas, moreover, the Powers did not speak of lands in 
the clauses in question as they must necessarily have done if the 
immunity, contrary to what had been practiced up to that time, 
ought to have been confined to the lands; 
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And whereas, on the contrary, they employed expressions which 
were broad enough to comprise the entire situation created by the 
leases for the lessees; 

And whereas the tribunal can not, either, admit that the notes 
exchanged between the German and Japanese Governments at the 
time of conclusion of the new treaty contained explanations of such 
a nature as to place Germany in any less favorable situation than 
the other two Powers; 

And whereas the Japanese Government has desired above all to 
derive an argument from the fact that the German Government 
based fiscal immunity on the fact that foreigners are prohibited from 
acquiring ownership to lands situated in Japan, but it is necessary 
in this regard to consider that the buildings had really always had 
the character of appurtenances of the lands from the standpoint of 
taxes, and it can not be presumed that the German Government in- 
tended to renounce the advantages allowed in favor of Great Britain 
by the new treaty, which would moreover be in contradiction with 
the clause assuring to Germany the treatment of the most-favored 
nation; 

Therefore, the tribunal of arbitration, by majority of votes, de- 
cides and declares: 

The provisions of the treaties and other engagements mentioned 
in the arbitration protocols not only exempt the lands held by virtue 
of the perpetual leases granted by the Japanese Government or in its 
name, but they exempt the lands and the buildings of every nature 
constructed or which may be constructed on these lands from all 
imposts, taxes, charges, contributions, or conditions whatsoever 
cther than those expressly stipulated in the leases in question. 

Done at The Hague, in the building of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration, on May 22, 1905. 

(Signed) G. Gram 
L. RENAULT 


At the time of the proceeding to the signature of the present 
award, availing myself of the privilege conferred by Article 52, para- 
graph 2, of the Convention for the pacific settlement of international 
disputes, concluded at The Hague on July 29, 1899, I wish to state 
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my absolute disagreement with the majority of the tribunal with 
regard to both the grounds and the decision of the award. 


(Signed) I. Morono 


AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Protocol between Great Britain and Japan for submitting to arbitra- 
tion certain questions as to the interpretation of treaties with Japan 
with regard to leases held in perpetwity—Signed at Tokio, August 
28, 1902.1 
Whereas, a dispute has arisen between the Government of Japan on 

the one side and the Governments of Great Britain, France and Ger- 

many on the other, respecting the true intent and meaning of the fol- 
lowing provisions of the treaties and other engagements respectively 
existing between them, that is to say: 

Paragraph 4, Article 18, of the treaty of commerce and navigation 
of April 4, 1896, between Japan and Germany: “Sobald diese Einver- 
leibung erfolgt,” [that is to say: when the several foreign settlements 
in Japan shall have been incorporated with the respective Japanese 
communes], “sollen die bestehenden, zietlich unbegrenzten Ueberlas- 
sungsvertrage, unter welchen jetzt in den gedachten Niederlassungen 
Grundstticke besessen werden, bestatigt und hinsichtlich dieser Grund- 
stiicke sollen keine Bedingungen irgend einer anderen Art auferlegt 
werden, als sie in den bestehenden Ueberlassungsvertragen enthalten 
sind”? ; and § 3 of the complementary communication of the same date 
from the German Secretary for Foreign Affairs to the Japanese Minis- 
ter at Berlin: “3, dass, da das Eigenthum an den im Artikel XVIII des 
Vertrages erwahnten Niederlassungsgrundstiicken dem Japanischen 
Staate verbleibt, die Besitzer oder deren Rechtsnachfolger fir ihre 
Grundstitcke ausser dem kontraktmassigen Grundzins Abgaben oder 
Steuern irgend welcher Art nicht zu entrichten haben werden’; and 


1Official report, p. 13. Similar protocols between France and Japan and be- 
tween Germany and Japan were also signed on August 28, 1902. For the original 
German and French texts, see Appendix, pp. 457, 461. : yf 

2TRANSLATION : When such incorporation takes place [.......... ], the existing 
leases in perpetuity under which property is now held in the said settlements 
shall be confirmed, and no conditions whatsoever other than those contained in 
such existing leases shall be imposed in respect of such property. 

8TRANSLATION: 3. That, as the proprietary rights in the settlements men- 
tioned in Article 18 of the treaty continue to belong to the Japanese State, the 
owners or their legal successors shall not have to pay duties or taxes of any 
kind for their land except the contract ground rent. 
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the clause in the reply of the Japanese Minister of the same date, to 
the foregoing communication: “dass die darin unter Nummer 1 bis 4 
zum Ausdruck gebrachten Voraussetzungen, welche den Erwerb ding- 
licher Rechte an Grundstiicken, die Errichtung von Waarenhausern, 
die Steuerfreiheit der Grundstticke in den Fremdenniederlassungen 
und die Erhaltung wohlerworbener Rechte nach Ablauf des Vertrages 
zum Gegenstande haben, in allen Punkten zutreffend sind”?; 

Paragraph 4, Article 21, of the revised treaty of August 4, 1896, 
between Japan and France: “Lorsque les changements ci-dessus indi- 
qués auront été effectués,” [that is to say: when the several foreign 
settlements in Japan shall have been incorporated with the respective 
Japanese communes and made a part of the municipal system of 
Japan; and when the competent Japanese authorities shall have as- 
sumed all municipal obligations and duties, and the municipal funds 
and property belonging to such settlements shall have been transferred 
to said Japanese authorities], “les baux a perpétuité en vertu desquels 
les étrangers possédent actuellement des propriétés dans les quartiers 
seront confirmés, et les propriétés de cette nature ne donneront lieu 
a aucuns impots, taxes, charges, contributions ou conditions quelcon- 
ques autres que ceux expressément stipulés dans les baux en ques- 
tion’? ; and : 

Paragraph 4, Arsticle 18, of the revised treaty of July 16, 1894, be- 
tween Japan and Great Britain: “When such incorporation takes 
place [that is to say, when the several foreign settlements in Japan 
shall have been incorporated with the respective Japanese communes], 
existing leases in perpetuity under which property is now held in 
the said settlements shall be confirmed, and no conditions whatsoever 
other than those contained in such existing leases shall be imposed in 
respect of such property”; and 

Whereas, the controversy is not amenable to ordinary diplomatic 
methods ; and 

Whereas, the Powers at variance, co-signatories of the Convention 
of The Hague for the peaceful adjustment of international ‘differences, 


1TRANSLATION: That he entirely indorses the explanatory statements set forth 
therein, in Nos. 1 to 4, concerning the acquisition of real rights in landed prop- 
erty, the construction of warehouses, the freedom from taxation in the foreign 
settlements, and the preservation of duly-acquired rights after the expiration 
of the treaty. 

2TRANSLATION: When the changes above indicated shall have taken place 
td Petzl etme ], the leases in perpetuity, in virtue of which foreigners now 
possess property in the settlements, shall be confirmed, and property of that 
character shall not be subject to any duties, taxes, charges, contributions or 
conditions whatsoever, other than those expressly stipulated in the leases in 
question. 
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have resolved to terminate the controversy by referring the question 
at issue to impartial arbitration in accordance with the provisions of 
said convention ; 

The said Powers have, with a view to carry out that resolution, 
authorized the following representatives, that is to say: 

The Government of Great Britain: Sir Claude Maxwell MacDon- 
ald, G. C. M. G., K. C. B., His Britannic Majesty’s Envoy Extraor- 
dinary and Minister Plenipotentiary ; 

The Government of France: Monsieur G. Dubail, Minister Pleni- 
potentiary, Chargé d’Affaires of France; 

The Government of Germany: Count von Arco Valley, Envoy Ex- 
traordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of His Majesty the German 
Emperor, King of Prussia; 

The Government of Japan: Baron Komura Jutaro, His Imperial 
Japanese Majesty’s Minister of State for Foreign Affairs; to conclude 


the following protocol: 
1 


The Powers in difference agree that the arbitral tribunal, to which 
the question at issue is to be submitted for final decision, shall be com- 
posed of three members who are members of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration of The Hague, to be selected in the following manner: 

Each party, as soon as possible and not later than two months after 
the date of this protocol, to name one arbitrator, and the two arbi- 
trators so named together to choose an umpire. In case the two arbi- 
trators fail for the period of two months after their appointment to 
choose an umpire, His Majesty the King of Sweden and Norway shall 
be requested to name an umpire. 


2 


The question at issue upon which the parties to this arbitration 
request the arbitral tribunal to pronounce a final decision, is as 
follows: 

Whether or not the provisions of the treaties and other engagements 
above quoted exempt only land held under leases in perpetuity granted 
by or on behalf of the Japanese Government, or land and buildings of 
whatever description constructed or which may hereafter be con- 
structed on stch land, from any imposts, taxes, charges, contributions, 
or conditions whatsoever, other than those expressly stipulated in the 


leases in question. 
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3 


Within eight months after the date of this protocol, each party 
shall deliver to the several members of the arbitral tribunal and to 
the other party complete written or printed copies of the case, evidence 
and arguments upon which it relies in the present arbitration. And 
not later than six months thereafter a similar delivery shall be made 
of written or printed copies of the counter-cases, additional evidence, 
and final arguments of the two parties; it being understood that such 
counter-cases, additional evidence and final arguments, shall be lim- 
ited to answering the principal cases, evidence, and arguments pre- 
viously delivered. 


4 


Each party shall have the right to submit to the arbitral tribunal as 
evidence in the case all such documents, records, official correspon- 
dence, and other official or public statements or acts bearing on the 
subject of this arbitration as it may consider necessary. But if in its 
case, counter-case, or arguments submitted to the tribunal either party 
shall have specified or alluded to any document or paper in its own 
exclusive possession without annexing a copy, such party shall be 
bound, if the other party thinks proper to apply for it, to furnish that 
party with a copy thereof within thirty days after such application is 
made. 


5 


Either party may, if it thinks fit, but subject to-the right of reply 
on the part of the other party within such time as may be fixed by the 
arbitral tribunal, present to the tribunal for such action as the tribunal 
may deem proper a statement of objections to the counter-case, addi- 
tional evidence, and final arguments of the other party if it is of opinion 
that those documents or any of them are irrelevant, erroneous, or not 
strictly limited to answering its principal case, evidence, and argu- 
ments. 


6 


No papers or communications other than those contemplated by sec- 
tions 3 and 5 of this protocol, either written or oral, shall be admitted 
or considered in the present arbitration unless the arbitral tribunal shall 
request from either party additional or supplementary explanation or 
information to be given in writing. If the explanation or information 
is given, the other party shall have the right to present a written reply 
within such time as may be fixed by the arbitral tribunal. 
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7 


The tribunal shall meet at a place to be designated later by the 
parties as soon as practicable, but not earlier than two months nor 
later than three months after the delivery of the counter-cases as pro- 
vided in section 3 of this protocol, and shall proceed impartially and 
carefully to examine and decide the question at issue. The decision of 
the tribunal shall, if possible, be pronounced within one month after 
the president thereof shall have declared the arbitral hearing closed. 


8 


For the purposes of this arbitration, the Government of Japan shall 
be regarded as one party and the Governments of Great Britain, 
France, and Germany, jointly, shall be regarded as the other party. 


9 


So far as is not otherwise provided in this protocol, the provisions 
of the Convention of The Hague for the peaceful adjustment of inter- 
national differences shall apply to this arbitration. 

Done at Tokio, this 28th day of August, 1902, corresponding to the 
28th day of the 8th month of the 35th year of Meiji. 

(Signed) CraupE M. MacDonatp 
(Signed) JuTaAro KomurA 


ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Extract from the Treaty of Commerce and Navigation between Great 
Britain and Japan, signed at London, July 16, 18943 


18. Her Britannic Majesty's Government, so far as they are con- 
cerned, give their consent to the following arrangement: 

The several foreign settlements in Japan shall be incorporated with 
the respective Japanese communes, and shall thenceforth form part of 
the general municipal system of Japan. 

The competent Japanese authorities shall thereupon assume all 
municipal obligations and duties in respect thereof, and the common 
funds and property, if any, belonging to such settlements, shall at the 
same time be transferred to the said Japanese authorities. 

When such incorporation takes place the existing leases in perpetuity 
under which property is now held in the said settlements shall be con- 
firmed, and no conditions whatsoever other than those contained in 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 86, p. 46. 
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such existing leases shall be imposed in respect of such property. It 
is, however, understood that the consular authorities mentioned in the 
same are in all cases to be replaced by the Japanese authorities. 

All lands which may previously have been granted by the Japanese 
Government free of rent for the public purposes of the said settle- 
ments shall, subject to the right of eminent domain, be permanently 
reserved free of all taxes and charges for the public purposes for 
which they were originally set apart. 

19. The stipulations of the present treaty shall be applicable, so far 
as the laws permit, to all the colonies and foreign possessions of Her 
Britannic Majesty, excepting to those hereinafter-named, that is to 
Say, except to— 


India Victoria 

The Dominion of Canada Queensland 
Newfoundland Tasmania 

The Cape South Australia 
Natal Western Australia 
New South Wales New Zealand 


Provided always that the stipulations of the present treaty shali be 
made applicable to any of the above-named colonies or foreign posses- 
sions on whose behalf notice to that effect shall have been given to 
the Japanese Government by Her Britannic Majesty’s representative 
at Tokio within two years from the date of the exchange of ratifica- 
tions of the present treaty. 

20. The present treaty shall, from the date it comes into force, be 
substituted in place of the conventions respectively of the 23d day 
of the 8th month of the 7th year of Kayei, corresponding to the 14th 
day of October, 1854, and of the 13th day of the 5th month of the 
2nd year of Keiou, corresponding to the 25th day of June, 1866, the 
treaty of the 18th day of the 7th month of the 5th year of Ansei, cor- 
responding to the 26th day of August, 1858, and all arrangements and 
agreements subsidiary thereto concluded or existing between the high 
contracting Parties; and from the same date such conventions, treaty, 
arrangements, and agreements shall cease to be binding, and, in con- 
sequence, the jurisdiction then exercised by British courts in Japan, 
and all the exceptional privileges, exemptions, and immunities then 
enjoyed by British subjects as a part of or appurtenant to such juris- 
diction, shall absolutely and without notice cease and determine, and 
thereafter all such jurisdiction shall be assumed and exercised by 
Japanese courts. 


THE JAPANESE HOUSE TAX CASE 91 


Extract from the Treaty of Commerce and Navigation between Ger- 
many and Japan, signed at Berlin, April 4, 18961 

18. The contracting Parties have agreed upon the following ar- 
rangement : 

The several foreign settlements in Japan shall be incorporated with 
the respective Japanese communes, and shall thenceforth form integral 
parts of the Japanese communes. 

The competent Japanese authorities shall thereupon assume all 
municipal obligations and duties in respect thereof, and the common 
funds and property, if any, belonging to such settlements, shall at the 
same time be transferred to the said Japanese authorities. 

When such incorporation takes place the existing leases in perpetuity 
under which property is now held in the said settlements shall be con- 
firmed, and no conditions whatsoever other than those contained in 
such existing leases shall be imposed in respect of such property. 

The proprietary rights in the lands belonging to these settlements 
may in the future be granted to natives or foreigners by their pro-. 
prietors free of charge and without the consent of the consular or 
Japanese authorities, as has hitherto been required in certain cases. 

The functions, however, attached according to the original leases 
to the consular authorities, shall devolve upon the Japanese author- 
ities. 

All lands which may previously have been granted by the Japanese 
Government free of rent for the public purposes of the said settle- 
ments shall, subject to the right of eminent domain, be permanently 
reserved free of all taxes and charges for the public purposes for 
which they were originally set apart. 

19. The stipulations of the present treaty shall be applicable to the 
territories which now, or shall in future, form a customs union with 
one or other of the contracting Parties. 

20. The present treaty shall, from the date it comes into force, be 
substituted in place of the treaty of the 20th February, 1869, and all 
arrangements and agreements subsidiary thereto concluded or exist- 
ing between the high contracting Parties. From the same date these 
earlier conventions shall cease to be binding, and, in consequence, the 
jurisdiction till then exercised by German courts in Japan, and all the 
exceptional privileges, exemptions, and immunities then enjoyed by 
German subjects as a part of or appurtenant to such jurisdiction, shall 
absolutely and without notice cease and determine. Thereafter all such 
jurisdiction shall be assumed and exercised by Japanese courts. 


1British and Foreign State, Papers, vol. 88, p. 588. For the original German 
text, see Appendix, p. 464. 
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Extract from the Treaty of Commerce and Navigation between France 
and Japan, signed at Paris, August 4, 1896" 


21. The Government of the French Republic, so far as it is con- 
cerned, gives its consent to the following arrangement: _ 

The several foreign settlements existing in Japan shall be incor- 
porated in the respective Japanese communes and shall thenceforth 
form a part of the municipal system of Japan. 

The competent Japanese authorities shall thereupon assume all 
municipal obligations and powers resulting from this new state of 
affairs, and the municipal funds and property belonging to such 
settlements shall, at the same time, be transferred to the said Japanese 
authorities. 

When the changes above indicated shall have taken place, the leases 
in perpetuity, in virtue of which foreigners now possess property in 
the settlements, shall be confirmed, and property of that character shall 
not be subject to any duties, taxes, charges, contributions, or condi- 
tions whatsoever, other than those expressly stipulated in the leases in 
question. It is understood, however, that the consular authorities men- 
tioned in the same shall be replaced by Japanese authorities. 

Those lands which the Japanese Government may have previously 
exempted from the payment of rent, in view of the fact that they were 
used for public purposes, shall, subject to the right of eminent domain, 
be permanently reserved free of all duties, taxes, and charges; and 
they shall never be diverted to other uses than those for which they 
were originally intended. 

22. The provisions of the present treaty shall be applicable to Al- 
geria. It is understood that they shall also be applicable to all French 
colonies for which the French Government shall claim the privilege. 
The representative of the French Republic at Tokio shall, to this end, 
notify the Japanese Government of such colonies within a period of 
ten days, dating from the day of the exchange of ratifications of the 
present treaty. 

23. From the date that the present treaty becomes operative, the 
treaty of October 9, 1858, the convention of June 25, 1866, and, in 
general, all the agreements concluded between the high contracting 
Parties prior to this date shall be abrogated. In consequence, French 
jurisdiction in Japan, and all privileges, exemptions or immunities en- 
joyed by French subjects resulting therefrom, shall cease absolutely 
and without notice from the day that the present treaty becomes op- 
erative ; and thereafter French subjects shall submit to the jurisdiction 
of the Japanese tribunals. 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 465. 


THE MUSCAT DHOWS CASE 


between 
FRANCE and GREAT BRITAIN 


Decided August 8, 1905 


Syllabus 

In an adjustment of conflicting interests, Great Britain and France, 
on March 10, 1862," signed a declaration in which they engaged recip- 
rocally to respect the independence of the Sultan of Muscat. Subse- 
quently, France, acting under the treaty of November 17, 1844,? with 
the Sultan, adopted the practice of issuing to certain of his subjects 
papers authorizing them to fly the French flag upon dhows or vessels 
carrying on the coastwise trade in the Indian Ocean, the Red Sea, 
and the Persian Gulf and also commonly employed in the slave trade 
from the east coast of Africa. After the signature, on July 2, 1890, 
of the General Act of Brussels* for the repression of the African slave 
trade, Great Britain protested that the issuance of such authorizations 
to natives and the privileges and immunities claimed by them there- 
under affected the jurisdiction of the Sultan over his subjects in dero- 
gation of the engagements entered into by France and Great Britain 
in the declaration of 1862. Failing a settlement through diplomatic 
channels, the question was referred by a compromts signed October 13, 
1904,* to a tribunal consisting of Heinrich Lammasch of Austria, A. F. 
de Savornin Lohman of Holland, and Chief Justice Melville W. 
Fuller of the United States. The sessions began July 25, 1905, and 
ended August 2, 1905, the decision being rendered on August 8, 1905. 

The tribunal decided that: 

(1) Every sovereign may decide to whom it will accord the right 
to fly its flag and to prescribe the rules governing its use, and the 
granting of the right to subjects of another sovereign constitutes no 
attack upon the latter’s independence. 

(2) This right of France was, however, limited by Article 32 of 
the General Act of Brussels, which went into effect on January 2, 
1892, under which both France and Great Britain as signatories agreed 
to grant authority to fly their flags only to native vessels owned or 
fitted out by their subjects or protégés. The latter term was defined to 
mean the subjects of a protectorate of the Power in question; the indi- 
viduals enumerated in the Ottoman law of 1863, which was accepted 
by the Powers who enjoy the capitulations, and in the treaty between 
France and Morocco of the same year, acceded to by other Powers 


Miey gop 103, | 2Post,-1103, 
3For Articles 30 et seq. of this Act, see post, p. 104. 


4Post, p. 101. 
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and confirmed by the convention of Madrid, of 1880; persons recog- 
nized as protégés by special treaties; and individuals who were con- 
sidered and treated as protégés by the Power in question before the 
creation of new protégés was regulated and limited in 1863. 

(3) The restriction on the creation of protégés in Turkey and Mo- 
rocco applies by analogy to other Oriental States, but, owing to the 
difference in racial conditions in Turkey and Muscat, the right of in- 
heritance of the status of protégé conceded by Turkey can not be 
extended by analogy to Muscat. 

(4) The French-Muscat treaty of 1844, specially recognizing cer- 
tain persons as French protégés, applies only to persons bona fide in 
the service of French subjects, and not to persons who ask for ship’s 
papers simply for the purpose of carrying on commerce under the 
French flag; but the granting of such papers prior to the ratification 
of the Act of Brussels was not in violation of any international obliga- 
tion of France. 

Held: That before January 2, 1892, France was entitled to author- 
ize vessels belonging to the subjects of Muscat to fly the French flag, 
and that such grantees are entitled to retain their authorizations as long 
as France renews them; but, after the above-mentioned date, France 
was not entitled to grant such authorizations except when the owners 
or fitters-out of the vessels had established or could establish the fact 
that they were considered and treated as French protégés before 1863. 

Concerning the privileges and immunities of natives in possession of 
such papers, the tribunal decided that the treaty between France and 
Muscat of 1844 prohibiting without the authorization of the French 
consul the entry or search of houses, warehouses and other property 
possessed or occupied by French citizens or persons in their employ, 
was comprehensive enough to include the prohibition of the entry of 
vessels, but Articles 31-41 of the General Act of Brussels limits the 
grant of the right to fly the national flag to that particular vessel and 
its owner, and the right is not transferrable to any other person or 
vessel. 

The provision of the treaty of 1844, which accords French protec- 
tion to persons in the employ of French citizens, does not include the 
owners, masters and crews of dhows authorized to fly the French flag 
or the members of their families, and the withdrawal of these persons 
from the sovereignty and jurisdiction of the Sultan would be a viola- 
tion of the declaration of 1862. 

Held: That dhows of Muscat authorized, as aforesaid, to fly the 
French flag are entitled in the territorial waters of Muscat to the in- 
violability provided by the French-Muscat treaty of 1844, but the right 
can not be transmitted to any other person or dhow, and the owners, 
masters, and crews of such dhows or members of their families do 
not enjoy any right of extraterritoriality which exempts them from 
the jurisdiction of the Sultan of Muscat. 
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AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the arbitration tribunal appointed to decide on the ques- 
tion of the grant of the French flag to Muscat dhows.—The 
Hague, August 8, 1905." 

The tribunal of arbitration constituted in virtue of the compro- 
mis concluded at London on October 13, 1904,? between Great 
Britain and France; 

Whereas the Government of His Britannic Majesty and that of 
the French Republic have thought it right by the declaration of 
March 10, 1862,° “to engage reciprocally to respect the indepen- 
dence” of His Highness the Sultan of Muscat; 

Whereas difficulties as to the scope of that declaration have 
arisen in relation to the issue, by the French Republic, to certain 
subjects of His Highness the Sultan of Muscat of papers authoriz- 
ing them to fly the French flag, and also as to the nature of the 
privileges and immunities claimed by subjects of His Highness who 
are owners or masters of dhows and in possession of such papers 
or are members of the crew of such dhows and their families, 
especially as to the manner in which such privileges and immunities 
affect the jurisdiction of His Highness the Sultan over his said 
subjects; 

Whereas the two Governments have agreed by the compromis of 
October 13, 1904, that these questions shall be determined by ref- 
erence to arbitration, in accordance with the provisions of Article 1 
of the convention concluded between the two Powers on the 14th 
of October, 1903 ;* 

Whereas in virtue of that compromis were named as arbitrators, 

by the Government of His Britannic Majesty: 

Mr. Melville W. Fuller, Chief Justice of the United States of 
America, and 

by the Government of the French Republic: 

Jonkheer A. F. de Savornin Lohman, Doctor of Law, former 
Minister of the Interior of the Netherlands, former professor at the 


1Official report, p. 69. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 467. 
2Post, p. 101. 3Post, p. 103. 4A treaty of general arbitration. 
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free University at Amsterdam, member of the Second Chamber of 
the States-General ; 

Whereas the two arbitrators not having agreed within one month 
from the date of their appointment in the choice of an umpire, and 
that choice having then been entrusted, in virtue of Article 1 of the 
compromis, to the King of Italy, His Majesty has named umpire: 

Mr. H. Lammasch, Doctor of Law, professor at the University 
at Vienna, member of the Upper House of the Austrian Parlia- 
tent; 

Whereas the cases, counter-cases and arguments have been duly 
communicated to the tribunal and to the parties ; 

Whereas the tribunal has carefully examined these documents, 
and the supplementary observations which were delivered to it by 
the two parties; 

As to the first question: 

Whereas generally speaking it belongs to every sovereign to de- 
cide to whom he will accord the right to fly his flag and to prescribe 
the rules governing such grants, and whereas, therefore, the grant- 
ing of the French flag to subjects of His Highness the Sultan of 
Muscat in itself constitutes no attack on the independence of the 
Sultan ; 

Whereas nevertheless a sovereign may be limited by treaties in 
the exercise of this right, and whereas the tribunal is authorized in 
virtue of Article 48 of the Convention for the pacific settlement of 
international disputes of July 29, 1899, and of Article 5 of the 
compromis of October 13, 1904, “to declare its competence in inter- 
preting the compromis as well as the other treaties which may be 
invoked in the case, and in applying the principles of international 
law,’ and whereas therefore the question arises, under what condi- 
tions Powers which have acceded to the General Act of the Brussels 
Conference of July 2, 1890," relative to the African slave trade, 
especially to Article 32 of this Act, are entitled to authorize native 
vessels to fly their flags ; 

Whereas by Article 32 of this Act the faculty of the signatory 
Powers to grant their flag to native vessels has been limited for the 
purpose of suppressing slave trading and in the general interests of 
humanity, irrespective of whether the applicant for the flag may 


1For Articles 30 et seq. of this Act, see post, p. 104. 
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belong to a State signatory of this Act or not, and whereas at any 
rate France is in relation to Great Britain bound to grant her flag 
only under the conditions prescribed by this Act; 

Whereas in order to attain the above-mentioned purpose, the sig- 
natory Powers of the Brussels Act have agreed in its Article 32 
that the authority to fly the flag of one of the signatory Powers shall 
in future only be granted to such native vessels which shall satisfy 
all the three following conditions: 

1. Their fitters-out or owners must be either subjects of or per- 
sons protected by the Power whose flag they claim to fly; 

2. They must furnish proof that they possess real estate situated 
in the district of the authority to whom their application is ad- 
dressed, or supply a solvent security as a guaranty for any fines to 
which they may eventually become liable; 

3. Such fitters-out or owners, as well as the captain of the vessel, 
rust furnish proof that they enjoy a good reputation, and especially 
that they have never been condemned for acts of slave trade; 

Whereas in default of a definition of the term protégé in the Gen- 
eral Act of the Brussels Conference this term must be understood 
in the sense which corresponds best as well to the elevated aims of 
the conference and its final Act as to the principles of the law of 
nations, as they have been expressed in treaties existing at that time, 
in internationally recognized legislation and in international prac- 
tice; 

Whereas the aim of the said Article 32 is to admit to navigation 
in the seas infested by slave trade only those native vessels which 
are under the strictest surveillance of the signatory Powers, a con- 
dition which can only be secured if the owners, fitters-out, and crews 
of such vessels are exclusively subjected to the sovereignty and juris- 
diction of the State under whose flag they are sailing; 

Whereas, since the restriction which the term protégé underwent 
in virtue of the legislation of the Ottoman Porte of 1863, 1865, and 
1869, especially of the Ottoman law of 23 Sefer, 1280 (August, 
1863), implicitly accepted by the Powers who enjoy the rights of 
capitulations, and since the treaty concluded between France and 
Morocco in 1863, to which a great number of other Powers have 


1An agreement of August 19, 1863, relative to the French right of protection 
in Morocco. : 
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acceded and which received the sanction of the convention of Madrid 
of July 30, 1880,’ the term protégé embraces in relation to states 
of capitulations only the following classes: first, persons being 
subjects of a country which is under the protectorate of the Power 
whose protection they claim; secondly, individuals correspond- 
ing to the classes enumerated in the treaties with Morocco of 1863 
and 1880 and in the Ottoman law of 1863; thirdly, persons who 
under a special treaty have been recognized as protégés like those 
enumerated by Article 4 of the French-Muscat convention of 1844,’ 
and, fourthly, those individuals who can establish that they had been 
considered and treated as protégés by the Power in question before 
the year in which the creation of new protégés was regulated and 
limited, that is to say, before the year 1863, these individuals not 
having lost the status they had once legitimately acquired. 

Whereas that, although the Powers have expressis verbis resigned 
the exercise of the pretended right to create protégés in unlimited 
number only in relation to Turkey and Morocco, nevertheless the 
exercise of this pretended right has been abandoned also in relation 
to other Oriental States, analogy having always been recognized as 
a means to complete the very deficient written regulations of the 
capitulations as far as circumstances are analogous; 

Whereas, on the other hand, the concession de facto made by 
Turkey, that the status of protégés be tr nsmitted to the descendants 
of persons who in 1863 had enjoyed ‘ .e protection of a Christian 
Power can not be extended by snaloy;y to Muscat, where the cir- 
cumstances are entirely dissimilar, the protégés of the Christian 
Powers in Turkey being of race, nationality, and religion different 
from their Ottoman rulers, whilst the inhabitants of Sur and other 
Muscat people who might apply for French flags are in all these 
respects entirely in the same condition as the other subjects of the 
Sultan of Muscat; 

Whereas the dispositions of Article 4 of the French-Muscat 
treaty of 1844 apply only to persons who are bona fide in the service 
of French subjects, but not to persons who ask for ship’s papers 
for the purpose of doing any commercial business; 


‘An agreement between France, Great Britain, Morocco et al. for the settle- 
ment of the right of protection in Morocco. 
2Post, p. 103. 
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Whereas the fact of having granted before the ratification of the 
Brussels Act on January 2, 1892, authorizations to fly the French 
flag to native vessels not satisfying the conditions prescribed by 
Article 32 of this Act was not in contradiction with any international 
obligation to France: 

For these reasons decides and pronounces as follows: 

1. Before the 2d of January, 1892, France was entitled to author- 
ize vessels belonging to subjects of His Highness the Sultan of 
Muscat to fly the French flag, only bound by her own legislation 
and administrative rules; 

2. Owners of dhows, who before 1892 have been authorized by 
France to fly the French flag, retain this authorization as long as 
France renews it to the grantee; 

3. After January 2, 1892, France was not entitled to authorize 
vessels belonging to subjects of His Highness the Sultan of Muscat 
to fly the French flag, except on condition that their owners or 
fitters-out had established or should establish that they had been 
considered and treated by France as her protégés before the year 
1863. 

As to the second question: 

Whereas the legal situation of vessels flying foreign flags and of 
the owners of such vessels in the territorial waters of an oriental 
State is determined by the general principles of jurisdiction, by the 
capitulations or other treaties and by the practice resulting there- 
from; 

Whereas the terms of the treaty of friendship and commerce be- 
tween France and the Iman of Muscat of November 17, 1844, are 
particularly in view of the language of Article 3, “Nul ne pourra, 
sousaucun prétexte, pénétrer dans les maisons, magasins et autres 
propriétés, possédés ou occupés par des Francais ou par des per- 
sonnes au service des Francais, ni les visiter sans le consentement de 
Voccupant & moins que ce ne soit avec lintervention du Consul de 
France,’ comprehensive enough to embrace vessels as well as other 
property ; f 

Whereas, although it can not be denied that by admitting the 


1TraNsLATION: No person shall, under any pretext whatsoever, penetrate or 
search the houses, warehouses or other property possessed or occupied by French 
citizens or by persons in the employ of French citizens, without the consent 
of the occupant, unless authorized by the French Consul. 
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right of France to grant under certain circumstances her flag to 
native vessels and to have these vessels exempted from visitation 
by the authorities of the Sultan or in his name, slave trade is facili- 
tated, because slave traders may easily abuse the French flag for 
the purpose of escaping from search, the possibility of this abuse, 
which can be entirely suppressed by the accession of all Powers to 
Article 42 of the Brussels convention, can not affect the decision 
of this case, which must only rest on juridical grounds; 

Whereas, according to the Articles 31—41 of the Brussels Act, the 
grant of the flag to a native vessel is strictly limited to this vessel 
and its owner and [is] therefore not transmissible or transferable to 
any other person or to any other vessel, even if belonging to the 
same owner ; 

Whereas Article 4 of the French-Muscat treaty of 1844 grants to 
those subjects of His Highness the Sultan of Muscat “qui seront au 
service des Frangas [who are in the employ of French citizens|” the 
same protection as to the French themselves, but whereas the own- 
ers, masters, and crews of dhows authorized to fly the French flag 
do not belong to that class of persons and still less do the members 
of their families; 

Whereas the withdrawal of these persons from the sovereignty, 
especially from the jurisdiction of His Highness the Sultan of 
Muscat, would be in contradiction with the declaration of March 
10, 1862, by which France and Great Britain engaged themselves 
reciprocally to respect the independence of this Prince: 

For these reasons decides and pronounces as follows: 

1. Dhows of Muscat authorized as aforesaid to fly the French 
flag are entitled in the territorial waters of Muscat to the inviola- 
bility provided by the French-Muscat treaty of November 17, 1844; 

2. The authorization to fly the French flag can not be:transmitted 
or transferred to any other person or to any other dhow, even if 
belonging to the same owner; 

3. Subjects of the Sultan of Muscat, who are owners or masters 
cf dhows authorized to fly the French flag or who are members 
of the crews of such vessels or who belong to their families, do not 
enjoy in consequence of that fact any right of extraterritoriality, 
which could exempt them from the sovereignty, especially from the 
jurisdiction, of His Highness the Sultan of Muscat. 
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Done at The Hague, in the Permanent Court of Arbitration, Au- 
gust 8, 1905. 
(Signed) H. Lammascu 
(Signed) MeEtvitte W. FULLER 
(Signed) A. F. pe Savornin Louman 


AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Agreement between Great Britain and France referring to arbitration 
the question of the grant of the French flag to Muscat dhows.— 
Signed at London, October 13, 1904.1 
Whereas the Government of His Britannic Majesty and that of the 

French Republic have thought it right, by the declaration of the 10th 

March, 1862,? “to engage reciprocally to respect the independence” of 

His Highness the Sultan of Muscat; 

And whereas difficulties as to the scope of that declaration have 
arisen in relation to the issue, by the French Republic, to certain sub- 
jects of His Highness the Sultan of Muscat of papers authorizing them 
to fly the French flag, and also as to the nature of the privileges and 
immunities claimed by subjects of His Highness who are owners 
or masters of dhows and in possession of such papers or are members 
of the crew of such dhows and their families, especially as to the man- 
ner in which such privileges and immunities affect the jurisdiction of 
His Highness the Sultan over his said subjects: 

The undersigned, being duly authorized thereto by their respective 
Governments, hereby agree that these questions shall be determined 
by reference to arbitration, in accordance with the provisions of Ar- 
ticle 1 of the convention concluded between the two countries on the 
14th October last, and that the decision of the Hague tribunal shall 
be final. 

It is also hereby agreed as follows: 


ARTICLE 1 


Each of the high contracting Parties shall nominate one arbitrator, 
and these two arbitrators shall together choose an umpire; if they can 
not agree within one month from the date of their appointment, the 
choice of an umpire shall be entrusted to His Majesty the King of 


10Official report, p. 5. For the French text, see Appendix, p. 471. 
2Post, p. 103. 
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Italy. The arbitrators and the umpire shall not be subjects or citizens 
of either of the high contracting Parties, and shall be chosen from 
among the members of the Hague tribunal. 


ARTICLE 2 


Each of the high contracting Parties shall, within three months from 
the signature of this agreement, deliver to each member of the tribunal 
hereby constituted, and to the other party, a written or printed case 
setting forth and arguing its claims, and a written or printed file con- 
taining the documents or any other evidence in writing or print on 
which it relies. 

Within three months after the delivery of the above-mentioned cases, 
each of the high contracting Parties shall deliver to each member of 
the tribunal, and to the other party, a written or printed counter-case, 
with the documents which support it. 

Within one month after the delivery of the counter-cases, each party 
may deliver to each arbitrator and to the other party a written or 
printed argument in support of its contentions. 

The time fixed by this agreement for the delivery of the case, 
counter-case, and argument may be extended by the mutual consent 
of the high contracting Parties. 


ARTICLE 3 


The tribunal will meet at The Hague within a fortnight of the de- 
livery of the arguments. 

Each party shall be represented by one agent. 

The tribunal may, if they shall deem further elucidation with re- 
gard to any point necessary, require from either agent an oral or 
written statement, but in such case the other party shall have the right 
to reply. 

ARTICLE 4 


The decision of the tribunal shall be rendered within thirty days of 
its meeting at The Hague or of the delivery of the statements which 
may have been supplied at its request, unless, on the request of the 
tribunal, the contracting Parties shall agree to extend the period. 


ARTICLE 5 


On all points not covered by this agreement, the provisions of the 
Conventions of The Hague of the 29th July, 1899, shall apply. 
Done in duplicate at London, the 13th day of October, 1904. 
[L. S.] LanpspowNE 
[L. S.] Paut CamBon 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Extract from the Treaty of Friendship and Commerce between France 
and the Iman of Muscat, concluded at Zanzibar, November 17, 
1844 
3. French citizens shall have the right to buy, sell, or lease land, 

houses, and warehouses in the States of His Highness the Sultan of 

Muscat. No person shall, under any pretext whatsoever, penetrate 

or search the houses, warehouses, or other property possessed or occu- 

pied by French citizens, or by persons in the employ of French citi- 
zens, without the consent of the occupant, unless authorized by the 

French consul. 

French citizens shall not, under any pretext whatsoever, be detained 
against their will in the States of the Sultan of Muscat. 

4. The subjects of His Highness the Sultan of Muscat who are in the 
employ of French citizens shall enjoy the same protection as the French 
citizens themselves; but, if they commit any crime or misdemeanor 
punishable by law, they shall be discharged by the French employers 
and delivered up to the local authorities. 


Declaration between Great Britain and France, engaging reciprocally 
to respect the Independence of the Sultans of Muscat and Zanzi- 
bar.—Signed at Paris, March to, 1862.7 


Her Majesty the Queen of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Ireland and His Majesty the Emperor of the French, taking into 
consideration the importance of maintaining the independence of His 
Highness the Sultan of Muscat and His Highness the Sultan of Zanzi- 
bar, have thought it right to engage reciprocally to respect the inde- 
pendence of these sovereigns. 

The undersigned, Her Britannic Majesty’s Ambassador Extraor- 
dinary and Plenipotentiary at the Court of France, and the Minister 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of His Majesty the Emperor 
of the French, being furnished with the necessary powers, hereby de- 
clare, in consequence, that their said Majesties take reciprocally that 
engagement. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned have signed the present Decla- 
ration, and have affixed thereto the seals of their arms. 

Done at Paris, the 10th March, 1862. 

[LeSy) Gowrey, 
[L.S.] E. THouveNEL 


iTranslation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 473. 
2British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 57, p. 785. For the French text, see 


Appendix, p. 473. 
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Extract from the General Act of Brussels of July 2, 1890, for the Sup- 
pression of the African Slave Trade? 
Section II.—REGULATION CONCERNING THE USE oF THE FLAG AND 
SUPERVISION BY CRUISERS 


1, RULES FOR GRANTING THE FLAG TO NATIVE VESSELS, AND AS TO CREW 
LIST AND MANIFESTS OF BLACK PASSENGERS ON BOARD 


ARTICLE 30 


The signatory Powers engage to exercise a strict surveillance over 
native vessels authorized to carry their flag in the zone mentioned in 
Article 21, and over the commercial operations carried on by such 
vessels. 

ARTICLE 31 


The term ‘native vessel” applies to vessels fulfilling one of the 
following conditions: 

1. It shall present the outward appearance of native build or 
rigging. 

2. It shall be manned by a crew of whom the captain and a major- 
ity of the seamen belong by origin to one of the countries on the 
coast of the Indian Ocean, the Red Sea, or the Persian Gulf. 


ARTICLE 32 


The authorization to carry the flag of one of the said Powers shall 
in future be granted only to such native vessels as shall satisfy at the 
same time the three following conditions: 

1. Fitters-out or owners of ships must be either subjects of or per- 
sons protected by the Power whose flag they ask to carry. 

2. They shall be obliged to prove that they possess real estate situ- 
ated in the district of the authority to whom their application is ad- 
dressed, or to furnish bona fide security as a guaranty of the payment 
of such fines as may be incurred. 

3. The above-named fitters-out or owners of ships, as well as the 
captain of the vessel, shall prove that they enjoy a good reputation, 
and that in particular they have never been sentenced to punishment 
for acts connected with the slave trade. 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 474. 
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ARTICLE 33 


This authorization granted shall be renewed every year. It may at 
any time be suspended or withdrawn by the authorities of the Power 
whose colors the vessel carries. 


ARTICLE 34 


The act of authorization shall contain the statements necessary to 
establish the identity of the vessel. The captain shall have the keep- 
ing thereof. The name of the native vessel and the amount of its ton- 
nage shall be cut and painted in Latin characters on the stern, and the 
initial or initials of the name of the port of registry, as well as the 
registration number in the series of the numbers of that port, shall be 
printed in black on the sails. 


ARTICLE 35 


A list of the crew shall be issued to the captain of the vessel at the 
port of departure by the authorities of the Power whose colors it 
carries. It shall be renewed at every fresh venture of the vessel, or, 
at the latest, at the end of a year, and in accordance with the following 
‘provisions : 

1. The vessel shall be visaed at the departure of the vessel by the 
authority that has issued it. 

2. No negro can be engaged as a seaman on a vessel without having 
previously been questioned by the authority of the Power whose colors 
it carries, or, in default thereof, by the territorial authority with a 
view to ascertaining the fact of his having contracted a free engage- 
ment. 

3. This authority shall see that the proportion of seamen and boys 
is not out of proportion to the tonnage or rigging. 

4. The authorities who shall have questioned the men before their 
departure shall enter them on the list of the crew in which they shall 
be mentioned with a summary description of each of them alongside 
his name. 

5. In order the more effectively to prevent any substitution, the sea- 
men may, moreover, be provided with a distinctive mark. 


ARTICLE 36 


When the captain of a vessel shall desire to take negro passengers 
on board, he shall make his declaration to that effect to the authority 
of the Power whose colors he carries, or in default thereof, to the 
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territorial authority. The passengers shall be questioned, and after 
it has been ascertained that they embarked of their own free will, they 
shall be entered in a special manifest, bearing the description of each 
of them alongside of his name, and specially sex and height. Negro 
children shall not be taken as passengers unless they are accompanied 
by their relations, or by persons whose respectability is well known. 
At the departure, the passenger roll shall be visaed by the aforesaid 
authority after it has been called. If there are no passengers on board, 
this shall be specially mentioned in the crew-list. 


ARTICLE 37 


At the arrival at any port of call or of destination, the captain of 
the vessel shall show to the authority of the Power whose flag he 
carries, or, in default thereof, to the territorial authority, the crew- 
list, and, if need be, the passenger-roll previously delivered. The 
authority shall check the passengers who have reached their destination 
or who are stopping in a port of call, and shall mention their landing 
in the roll. At the departure of the vessel, the same authority shall 
affix a fresh visa to the list and roll, and call the roll of the passen- 
gers. 

ARTICLE 38 


On the African coast and on the adjacent islands, no negro pas- 
sengers shall be taken on board of a native vessel, except in localities 
where there is a resident authority belonging to one of the signatory 
Powers. 

Throughout the extent of the zone mentioned in Article 21, no negro 
passenger shall be landed from a native vessel except at a place in 
which there is a resident officer belonging to one of the high contract- 
ing Powers, and unless such officer is present at the landing. 

Cases of force majeure that may have caused an infraction of these 
provisions shall be examined by the authority of the Power whose 
colors the vessel carries, or, in default thereof, by the territorial author- 
ity of the port at which the vessel in question calls. 


ARTICLE 39 


The provisions of Articles 35, 36, 37, and 38 are not applicable to 
vessels only partially decked, having a crew not exceeding ten men, 
and fulfilling one of the two following conditions: 

1. That it be exclusively used for fishing within the territorial 


waters. 
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2. That it be occupied in the petty coasting trade between the differ- 
ent ports of the same territorial Power, without going further than five 
miles from the coast. 

These different boats shall receive, as the case may be, a special 
license from the territorial or consular authority, which shall be re- 
newed every year, and subject to revocation as provided in Article 40, 
the uniform model of which license is annexed to the present General 
Act and shall be communicated to the international information office. 


ARTICLE 40 


Any act or attempted act connected with the slave trade that can be 
legally shown to have been committed by the captain, fitter-out, or 
owner of a ship authorized to carry the flag of one of the signatory 
Powers, or having procured the license provided for in Article 39, shall 
entail the immediate withdrawal of the said authorization or license. 
All violations of the provisions of section 2 of Chapter III shall 
render the person guilty thereof liable to the penalties provided by 
the special laws and ordinances of each of the contracting Parties. 


ARTICLE 41 


The signatory Powers engage to deposit at the international infor- 
mation office the specimen forms of the following documents: 

1. License to carry the flag; 

2. The crew-list ; 

3. The negro passenger list. 

These documents, the tenor of which may vary according to the 
different regulations of each country, shall necessarily contain the fol- 
lowing particulars, drawn up in one of the European languages: 

1. As regards the authorization to carry the flag: 

(a) The name, tonnage, rig, and the principal dimensions of the 
vessel ; 

(b) The register number and the signal letter of the port of 
registry ; 

(c) The date of obtaining the license, and the office held by the 
person who issued it. 

2. As regards the list of the crew: 

(a) The name of the vessel, of the captain and the fitter-out or 


owner ; 
(b) The tonnage of the vessel ; , aed 
(c) The register number and the port of registry, its destination, as 


well as the particulars specified in Article PASS 
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3. As regards the list of negro passengers: 

The name of the vessel which conveys them, and the particulars in- 
dicated in Article 36, for the proper identification of the passengers. 

The signatory Powers shall take the necessary measures so that the 
territorial authorities or their consuls may send to the same office certi- 
fied copies of all authorizations to carry their flag as soon as such 
authorizations shall have been granted, as well as notices of the with- 
drawal of any such authorization. 

The provisions of the present article have reference only to papers 
intended for native vessels. 


Agreement, supplementary to the agreement for arbitration, providing 
that the term for the delivery of the cases shall be extended to Feb- 
ruary I, 1905.—Signed at London, January 13, 1905.1 
The formation of the arbitral tribunal established by the agree- 

ment signed at London on the 13th October, 1904,? having been de- 

layed for some days by circumstances beyond the control of the high 
contracting Parties, the Government of His Britannic Majesty and the 

Government of the French Republic have agreed that it is desirable to 

avail themselves of the power granted to them by paragraph 4 of Ar- 

ticle 2 of the said agreement to extend the period fixed for the deliv- 
ery of the case. 

They therefore hereby agree to fix the lst February as the date on 
which the case or documents shall be delivered by the parties to the 
members of the arbitral tribunal and the two Governments concerned. 

It is also agreed that the successive periods fixed by Article 2 of the 
agreement for the several stages of the procedure in the arbitration 
shall date from the Ist February instead of from the 13th January, 
the date fixed by the terms of the agreement signed by Lord Lans- 
downe and M. Paul Cambon on the 13th October, 1904. 

Done in duplicate, at London, the 13th day of January, 1905. 

[L.S.] LanspowNeE 
[L.S.] Paut Camson 


1Official report, p. 9. For the French text, see Appendix, p. 477. 
2Ante, p. 101. 
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Agreement supplementary to the agreement for arbitration, providing 
that the period fixed for the delivery of the argument shall be ex- 
tended to a date to be fixed by the arbitral tribunal—sSigned at 
London, May 19, 19053 
The constitution of the arbitral tribunal created by the agreement 

signed at London on October 13, 1904, having been delayed for some 
days owing to circumstances beyond the control of the high contract- 
ing Parties, the Government of His Britannic Majesty and the Gov- 
ernment of the French Republic have, by mutual consent, deemed it 
expedient to avail themselves of the power granted to them by para- 
graph four of Article 2 of the said agreement to extend the period 
fixed for the delivery of the arguments. 

They therefore hereby agree to leave to the arbitral tribunal the 
duty of fixing the date on which the members of the said tribunal 
and the two Governments concerned shall receive the arguments pre- 
sented by the parties. 

This additional agreement shall be communicated to the arbitral 
tribunal through the medium of the International Bureau of the 
Permanent Court of Arbitration. 

Done in duplicate at London, the 19th day of May, 1905. 

(L. S.) LANSDOWNE 
(L.S.) Paut CamMBon 


—_—— 


1Official report, p. 11. For the French text, see Appendix, p. 477. 


THE CASABLANCA CASE 


between 
FRANCE and GERMANY 


Decided May 22, 1909 


Syllabus 


This arbitration arose from a conflict of jurisdiction between the 
French military authorities in occupation of Casablanca, Morocco, and 
the German consul, acting under the extraterritorial jurisdiction of 
his Government in Morocco. 

In the fall of 1908 six soldiers belonging to the French Foreign 
Legion stationed at Casablanca, three of whom subsequently turned 
out to be of German nationality, deserted and applied to the German 
consul for protection and were granted by him safe conduct to their 
homes. Before they could be embarked, however, they were forcibly 
arrested by French soldiers and taken from the protection of the 
consul. France protested that Germany had no right to afford pro- 
tection to persons in Morocco not of German nationality; that the 
territory in her military occupancy in Morocco was subject to her 
exclusive jurisdiction, and, therefore, that Germany had no right to 
attempt to protect the three deserters of German nationality. Ger- 
many claimed that the deserters of German nationality were, by virtue 
of the extraterritorial jurisdiction of Germany in Morocco, subject 
exclusively to the jurisdiction and protection of the German consul 
at Casablanca, that the forcible arrest of the deserters was a breach 
of the inviolability of her consular agents, and she demanded that 
the three Germans be delivered up. 

Failing a diplomatic settlement, the case was referred by a 
compromis signed November 24, 1908, to a tribunal selected from the 
Permanent Court as follows: K. Hj. L. Hammarskjold of Sweden, 
Sir Edward Fry of England, Louis Renault of France, Guido Fusinato 
of Italy, and J. Kriege of Germany. The sessions began May 1, 1909, 
and ended May 17, 1909, the decision being rendered on May 22, 1909. 

The tribunal decided that the conflict between the two jurisdictions 
could not be determined by any absolute and general rule, but that, 
under the circumstances of this case, the deserters of German nation- 
ality who belonged to the French military forces stationed at and in 
control of the fortified city of Casablanca were subject to the ex- 
clusive military jurisdiction of France while they remained within the 
territory occupied and controlled by her forces. Owing to the com- 
plexity of the question of the conflict of jurisdiction, however, the 
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tribunal held that no blame attached to the German consul for granting 
protection to such deserters, but the secretary of the consulate was held 
guilty of a grave violation of his duties for obtaining the protection 
of the consul for the deserters not of German nationality. The tribunal 
further held that the French military authorities should have respected 
the authority of the German consul by leaving the deserters in his 
possession until the question of jurisdiction could be decided, taking 
only such steps as were necessary to prevent their escape. The use 
of force by the French soldiers was declared to be unwarranted, but, 
in view of the tribunal’s previous holding that the military jurisdiction 
of France took precedence over the extraterritorial jurisdiction of 
Germany, it declined to direct the surrender of the deserters. 


AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the arbitration tribunal in the Casblanca case.—The 

Hague, May 22, 1909." 

Whereas, by a protocol of November 10, 1908,’ and an agreement 
to arbitrate of the 24th of the same month,* the Government of the 
French Republic and the Imperial German Government agreed to 
refer to a tribunal of arbitration composed of five members the set- 
tlement of the questions of fact and law arising from the events 
which occurred at Casablanca on September 25, 1908, between 
agents of the two countries; and 

Whereas, in accordance with said agreement to arbitrate, the two 
Governments have respectively appointed as arbitrators the follow- 
ing persons, namely: 

The Government of the French Republic, the Right Honorable 
Sir Edward Fry, Doctor of Laws, former judge of the Court of 
Appeals, member of the Privy Council of the King, member of the 
Permanent Court of Arbitration, and Mr. Louis Renault, member 
of the Institute of France, Minister Plenipotentiary, professor in 
the Faculty of Law of Paris, Solicitor of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, member of the Permanent Court of Arbitration; and 

The Imperial German Government, Mr. Guido Fusinato, Doctor 
of Laws, former Minister of Public Instruction, former professor 
of international law at the University of Turin, deputy to the Italian 
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Parliament, Counselor of State, member of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration, and Mr. Kriege, Doctor of Laws, present Privy Coun- 
selor of Legation, reporting Counselor and Solicitor of the Depart- 
ment of Foreign Affairs, member of the Permanent Court of Arbi- 
tration; and 

Whereas, the arbitrators thus appointed being instructed to name 
an umpire, chose as such Mr. K. Hj. L. Hammarskjold, Doctor of 
Laws, former Minister of Justice, former Minister of Worship and 
Public Instruction, former Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary to Copenhagen, former president of the Court of 
Appeals of Jonképing, former professor in the Faculty of Law of 
Upsal, Governor of the Province of Upsal, member of the Perma- 
nent Court of Arbitration; and 

Whereas, in accordance with the provisions of the agreement to 
arbitrate of November 24, 1908, the cases and counter-cases were 
duly exchanged between the parties and communicated to the arbi- 
trators; and 

Whereas, the tribunal, constituted as above stated, convened at 
The Hague on May 1, 1909; and 

Whereas, the two Governments respectively designated as their 
agents the following persons, namely: 

The Government of the French Republic, Mr. André Weiss, pro- 
fessor in the Faculty of Law in Paris, assistant solicitor of the Min- 
istry of Foreign Affairs; and 

The Imperial German Gevernment, Mr. Albrecht Lentze, Doctor 
of Laws, Privy Counselor of Legation, reporting Counselor of the 
Department of Foreign Affairs; and 

Whereas, the agents of the parties have presented to the tribunal 
the following conclusions, namely: 

The agent of the Government of the French Republic: 

May it please the tribunal— 

To say and decide that it was wrong for the consul and the offi- 
cers of the Imperial German consulate at Casablanca to attempt to 
embark on a German ship deserters from the French Foreign Legion 
who were not German subjects; 

To say and decide that it was wrong for said consul and consular 
officers, under the same circumstances, to grant, on the territory 
occupied by the French landing corps at Casablanca, their protec- 
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tion and material assistance to three other members of the Legion 
whom they thought or might have thought to be Germans, thus dis- 
regarding the exclusive right of jurisdiction belonging to the occupy- 
ing nation in foreign territory, even in a country granting extra- 
territorial jurisdiction, with respect to the soldiers of the army of 
@ecupation and to acts likely to endanger its safety, whatever they 
be or wherever they may originate; 

To say and decide that, in the persons of Mr. Just, chancellor of 
the Imperial consulate, Casablanca, and of the Moroccan soldier 
A\bd-el-Kerim ben Mansour, no breach of the rules regarding con- 
sular inviolability was committed by the French officers, soldiers, 
and sailors, who arrested the deserters, and that in repelling the 
attacks and acts of violence directed against them the said officers, 
soldiers, and sailors, merely availed themselves of the right of self- 
defense. 

The agent of the Imperial German Government: 

May it please the tribunal— 

1. As regards the points of fact, to declare that three individuals 
who had previously served in the French Foreign Legion, namely, 
Walter Bens, Heinrich Heinnemann, and Julius Meyer, all three 
Germans, were, on September 25, 1908, at the port of Casablanca, 
while accompanied by agents of Germany, violently wrested from 
the latter and arrested by agents of France, and that on this occa- 
sion agents of Germany were attacked, maltreated, outraged, and 
threatened by the agents of France; 

2. As regards the points of law, to declare that the three individ- 
uals mentioned under No. 1 above were, on September 25, 1908, 
subject exclusively to the jurisdiction and protection of the Imperial 
German consulate at Casablanca, and that agents of France had no 
authority at that time to interfere with agents of Germany in grant- 
ing German protection to these three individuals and to claim for 
themselves a right of jurisdiction over said individuals ; 

3. As regards the status of the individuals arrested on September 
25, 1908, and concerning whom there is a dispute, to decide that 
the Government of the French Republic shall release the three Ger- 
nians mentioned under No. 1 above as soon as possible and place 
them at. the disposal of the German Government. 

And whereas, the agent of the French Republic, in the hearing of 


114 THE HAGUE COURT REPORTS 


May 17, 1909, declared that in his conclusions the only measures 
referred to, either with respect to the deserters of German nation- 
ality, or the others, are those taken by the German agents after the 
desertion and with a view to embarking the deserters; and 

Whereas, after the tribunal had heard the oral statements of the 
agents of the parties and the explanations which they furnished it 
at its request, the debates were declared closed at the hearing of 
May 17, 1909; and 

Whereas, under the extraterritorial jurisdiction in force in Mo- 
rocco the German consular authority as a rule exercises exclusive 
jurisdiction over all German subjects in that country; and 

Whereas, on the other hand, a corps of occupation as a rule also 
exercises exclusive jurisdiction over all persons belonging to it; and 

Whereas, this right of jurisdiction should be recognized as a rule 
even in countries granting extraterritorial jurisdiction; and 

Whereas, in case the subjects of a Power enjoying the rights of 
territorial jurisdiction in Morocco belong to a corps of occupation 
sent to that country by another Power, there necessarily arises a 
conflict between the two jurisdictions mentioned; and 

Whereas, the French Government did not make known the com- 
position of the expeditionary corps and did not declare that the fact 
of the military occupation modified the exclusive consular jurisdic- 
tion arising from the extraterritorial rights, and that, on the other 
hand, the German Government made no protest regarding the em- 
ployment in Morocco of the Foreign Legion, which is known to be 
composed in part of German subjects; and 

Whereas, it is not within the province of this tribunal to express 
an opinion regarding the organization of the Foreign Legion or its 
employment in Morocco; and | 

Whereas, the conflict of jurisdictions mentioned above can not 
be decided by an absolute rule which would in a general manner ac- 
cord the preference to either of the two concurrent jurisdictions; 
and 

Whereas, in each particular case account must be taken of the 
actual circumstances which tend to determine the preference; and 

Whereas, the jurisdiction of the corps of occupation should have 
the preference in case of a conflict when the persons belonging to 
this corps have not left the territory which is under the immediate, 
lasting, and effective control of the armed force; and 
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Whereas, at the period in question the fortified city of Casablanca 
was occupied and guarded by French military forces which consti- 
tuted the garrison of that city and were stationed either in the city 
itself or in the surrounding camps; and 

Whereas, under these circumstances the deserters of German 
nationality who belonged to the military forces of one of these 
camps and were within the inclosure of the city, remained subject 
to the exclusive military jurisdiction; and 

Whereas, on the other hand, in a country granting extraterritorial 
jurisdiction the question of the respective competency of the consular 
and the military jurisdiction is very complicated and has never been 
settled in an express, distinct, and universally recognized manner, so 
that the German consular authority could not incur any blame for 
having granted his protection to the afore-mentioned deserters who 
had solicited it; and 

Whereas, the German consul at Casablanca did not grant the 
protection of the consulate to the deserters of non-German nation- 
ality and the dragoman of the consulate also did not exceed the 
limits of his authority in this regard; and 

Whereas, the fact that the consul, without reading it, signed the 
safe-conduct for six persons instead of three and omitted to state 
that they were of German nationality, as he had prescribed himself, 
can not be imputed against him except as an unintentional error; 
and 

Whereas, the Moroccan soldier at the consulate, in aiding the de- 
serters to embark, acted only in accordance with orders from his 
superiors and, by reason of his inferior position, could not have in- 
curred any personal responsibility ; and 

Whereas, the secretary of the consulate intentionally sought to 
embark the deserters of non-German nationality as enjoying the 
protection of the consulate; and 

Whereas, for this purpose he deliberately induced the consul to 
sign the above-mentioned safe-conduct and with the same intention 
took measures both to conduct the deserters to the port and to have 
them embarked; and 

Whereas, in acting thus he exceeded the limits of his authority 
and committed a grave and manifest violation of his duties; and 

Whereas, the deserters of German nationality were found at the 
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port under the actual protection of the German consular authority 
and this protection was not manifestly illegal; and 

Whereas, this actual situation should have been respected by the 
French military authority as far as possible; and 

Whereas, the deserters of German nationality were arrested by 
said authority despite the protests made in the name of the con- 
sulate; and 

Whereas, the military authority might and therefore ought to 
rave confined itself to preventing the embarkation and escape of 
the deserters, and, before proceeding to their arrest and imprison- 
ment, to offering to leave them in sequestration at the German con- 
sulate until the question of the competent jurisdiction had been de- 
cided; and 

Whereas, this mode of procedure would also have tended to main- 
tain the prestige of the consular authority, in conformity with the 
common interests of all Europeans living in Morocco; and 

Whereas, even if we admit the legality of the arrest the circum- 
stances did not warrant, on the part of the French soldiers, either 
the threats made with a revolver or the prolongation of the shots 
tired at the Moroccan soldier of the consulate even after his resist- 
ance had been overcome; and 

Whereas, as regards the other outrages or acts of violence alleged 
on both sides, the order and the exact nature of the events can not 
be determined; and 

Whereas, in accordance with what was said above, the deserters 
of German nationality should have been returned to the consulate 
in order to restore the actual situation which was disturbed by their 
arrest; and 

Whereas, such restitution would also have been desirable with a 
view to maintaining the consular prestige; however, inasmuch as, in 
the present state of things, this tribunal being called upon to deter- 
mine the final status of the deserters, there is no occasion for order- 
ing their provisional and temporary surrender which should have 
taken place; 

Therefore: 

The tribunal of arbitration declares and decides as follows: 

It was wrong and a grave and manifest error for the secretary of 
the Imperial German consulate at Casablanca to attempt to have em- 
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barked, on a German steamship, deserters from the French Foreign 
Legion who were not of German nationality. 

The German consul and the other officers of the consulate are not 
responsible in this regard; however, in signing the safe-conduct 
which was presented to him, the consul committed an unintentional 
error. 

The German consulate did not, under the circumstances of the 
case, have a right to grant its protection to the deserters of German 
nationality; however, the error of law committed on this point by 
the officers of the consulate can not be imputed against them either 
as an intentional or unintentional error. 

It was wrong for the French military authorities not to respect, 
as far as possible, the actual protection being granted to these de- 
serters in the name of the German consulate. 

Even leaving out of consideration the duty to respect consular 
protection, the circumstances did not warrant, on the part of the 
French soldiers, either the threat made with a revolver or the pro- 
longation of the shots fired at the Moroccan soldier of the consulate. 

There is no occasion for passing on the other charges contained 
in the conclusions of the two parties. 

Done at The Hague in the building of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration, May 22, 1909. 

Hy. L. HAMMARSKJOLD, President 
MICHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN, Secretary General 


AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Compromis of arbitration relative to the questions raised by the events 
which occurred at Casablanca, September 25, 1908.—Signed at 
Berlin, November 24, 1908.7 
The Imperial German Government and the Government of the 

French Republic, having agreed, November 10, 1908,’ to submit to 

arbitration all the questions raised by the events which occurred at 

Casablanca September 25, last, the undersigned, duly authorized for 

that purpose, have agreed upon the following compromis. 


ARTICLE 1 


An arbitral tribunal, composed as hereinafter stipulated, is charged 


— 
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with the settlement of questions of fact and of law which brought 
about the events which occurred at Casablanca September 25, last, be- 
tween the agents of the two countries. 


ARTICLE 2 


The arbitral tribunal shall be composed of five arbitrators, to be 
chosen from among the members of the Permanent Court of Arbitra- 
tion at The Hague. 

Each Government, as soon as possible and within a period not to 
exceed fifteen days from the date of the present compromis, shall 
choose two arbitrators, of which only one may be its national. The 
four arbitrators thus designated shall choose an umpire within a fort- 
night from the day on which they are notified of their own designation. 


ARTICLE 3 


On February 1, 1909, each party shall transmit to the Bureau of 
the Permanent Court eighteen copies of its memorial, with the certi- 
fied copies of all papers and documents which it intends to present in 
the case. The Bureau shall guarantee their transmission without 
delay to the arbitrators and parties, to wit: two copies for each arbi- 
trator, three copies for each party. Two copies shall remain in the 
archives of the Bureau. 

On April 1, 1909, the parties shall in like manner deposit their 
counter-memorials, with the papers appertaining thereto, and their final 
conclusions. . 


ARTICLE 4 


Each party shall deposit with the International Bureau, not later 
than the 15th of April, the advance sum of 3,000 Netherland florins 
for the expenses of the litigation. 


ARTICLE 5 


The tribunal shall meet at The Hague on May 1, 1909, and shall 
proceed immediately to the investigation of the dispute. 

It shall have authority to move itself temporarily or to delegate one 
or more of its members to move to whatever place seems necessary in 
order to proceed with the securing of information under the condi- 
tions of Article 20 of the Convention for the pacific settlement of in- 
ternational disputes, of October 18, 1907. 
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ARTICLE 6 


The parties may make use of either the German or the French 
language. 

The members of the tribunal may, according to choice, use either 
the German or the French language. The decisions of the tribunal 
shall be rendered in both languages. 


ARTICLE 7 


Each party shall be represented by a special agent whose duty it 
shall be to serve as intermediary between it and the tribunal. These 
agents shall give the expositions demanded of them by the tribunal 
and may present any pleas which they may deem useful in the defense 
of their cause, 

ARTICLE 8 


On all points not set forth in the present compromis, the stipula- 
tions of the above-mentioned Convention of October 18, 1907, of 
which ratifications have not yet been exchanged but which has been 
signed alike by Germany and France, shall be applicable to the present 


arbitration. 
ARTICLE 9 


After the arbitral tribunal shall have solved the questions of fact 
and of law which have been submitted to it, it shall decide, in con- 
sequence, the case of the individuals arrested September 25, last, on 
which subject the present dispute rests. 


Done, in duplicate, at Berlin, November 24, 1908. 
[SEAL] KiIpDERLEN 


[SEAL] JULES CAMBON 


ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 
Protocol between France and Germany containing a formula of re- 
grets for events which occurred at Casablanca on the 25th Sep- 

tember, 1908.—Signed at Berlin, November ro, 1908." 

The two Governments, regretting the events which occurred at 
Casablanca on September 25, last, and which led the sub-agents into 
violence and grievous assault, are resolved to submit all the questions 
raised on this subject to arbitration. 

By mutual consent, each of the two Governments agrees to express 
its regrets for the acts of these agents, following the decisions which 
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the arbitrators shall render based upon the facts and the question of 
law. 
Berlin, November 10, 1908. 
JULES CAMBON 
KIDERLEN 


Procés-verbal by which the Governments of France and Germany 
mutually express their regrets for the acts occurring at Casablanca, 
which were charged against their respective agents by the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration on May 22, 1909.—Signed at Berlin, May 29, 
I909.* 

Whereas the Government of the Republic and the Imperial Gov- 
ernment agreed, on November 10, last,? to lay before a tribunal of arbi- 
tration assembled for the purpose, all the questions arising out of the 
occurrences which took place at Casablanca on September 25, pre- 
ceding, and whereas both Governments undertook to express mutually 
their regret at the action of their officials in accordance with the de- 
cision on the question of fact and of law which should be reached by 
the arbitrators; 

And, whereas the tribunal of arbitration at The Hague, on May 22, 
1909, recognized and announced the following: 

[Here follow the findings of the Hague tribunal.] 

The Government of the French Republic and the Imperial German 
Government declare therefore, each in so far as it is concerned, that 
they express their regret for the conduct for which their officials are 
blamed in the award of the tribunal of arbitration. 

Done at Berlin in duplicate. 

May 29, 1909. 


1American Journal of International Law, vol. 3, p. 946. For the original 
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between 
NORWAY and SWEDEN 


Decided October 23, 1909 


Syllabus 


By a compromis signed on March 14, 1908,! Norway and Sweden 
agreed to arbitrate the question of the maritime boundary between the 
two countries in so far as it had not been regulated by the Royal Reso- 
lution of March 15, 1904.2, The arbitral tribunal was called upon to 
decide whether the boundary was fixed either in whole or in part by 
the boundary treaty of 1661, and, if not, to fix the boundary or parts 
thereof in accordance with the principles of international law. The 
tribunal consisted of a national from each of the two Governments and 
an umpire chosen from a neutral Power. As finally agreed upon, it 
was composed as follows: J. A. Loeff of Holland, F. V. N. Beichmann 
of Norway, and K. Hj. L. Hammarskjold of Sweden. Only the last- 
named was a member of the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The 
Hague. The tribunal held sessions from August 28 to October 18, 
1909, in the course of which it visited the disputed zone. The decision 
was rendered on October 23, 1909. 

The tribunal found that the boundary line had not been fixed by the 
treaty of 1661 beyond a certain point, and that a portion of the line 
within that point was uncertain. The tribunal therefore fixed the 
boundary according to the principles in force and applied by Norway 
and Sweden when the original boundary treaty was made. ' The appli- 
cation of these principles resulted in a line which gave the Grisbadarna 
fishing banks to Sweden and the Skjottegrunde to Norway. Such a 
division was also supported by the state of things which the tribunal 
found had actually existed for a long time, especially the use made of 
the banks by the fishermen of the two countries and the acts of posses- 
sion and ownership exercised by the two Governments. 
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AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Arbitral award in the question of the delimitation of a certain part 
of the maritime boundary between Norway and Sweden.—The 
Hague, October 23, 1909.* 

Whereas, by convention dated March 14, 1908,’ Norway and 
Sweden agreed to submit to the final decision of a tribunal of arbi- 
tration, comprised of a president who shall neither be a subject of 
either of the contracting parties nor domiciled in either of the two 
countries, and of two other members of whom one shall be a Nor- 
wegian and the other a Swede, the question of the maritime bound- 
ary between Norway and Sweden as far as this boundary has not 
been determined by the Royal Resolution of March 15, 1904;° 

Whereas, in pursuance to said convention, the two Governments 
have appointed respectively as president and arbitrators: 

Mr. J. A. Loeff, Doctor of Law and Political Sciences, former 
Minister of Justice, member of the Second Chamber of the States- 
General of the Netherlands; 

Mr. F. V. N. Beichmann, President of the Court of Appeals of 
Trondhjem, and | 

Mr. K. Hj. L. Hammarskjold, Doctor of Law, former Minister 
of Justice, former Minister of Public Worship and Public Construc- 
tion, former Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to 
Copenhagen, former President of the Court of Appeals of J6én- 
k6ping, former professor in the Faculty of Law of Upsal, Governor 
of the Province of Upsal, member of the Permanent Court of Ar- 
bitration ; 

Whereas, in accordance with the provisions of the convention, 
the memorials, counter-memorials, and replies have been duly ex- 
changed between the parties and communicated to the arbitrators 
within the periods fixed by the president of the tribunal; 

Whereas, the two Governments have respectively appointed as 
agents, to wit: 

The Government of Norway, Mr. Kristen Johanssen, attorney 
at the Supreme Court of Norway; and the Government of Sweden, 
Mr. C. O. Montan, former member of the Court of Appeals of 
Svea, judge in the Mixed Court of Alexandria; 


1American Journal of International Law, vol. 4, p. 226. For the original 
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Whereas, it has been agreed by Article 2 of the convention: 

1. That the tribunal of arbitration shall determine the boundary 
line in the waters from point 18 on the chart! annexed to the pro- 
posal of the Norwegian and Swedish commissioners of August 18, 
1897, into the sea up to the limit of the territorial waters; 

2. That the lines limiting the zone which is the subject of litiga- 
tion in consequence of the conclusions of the parties and within 
which the boundary-line shall consequently be established, must not 
be traced in such a way as to comprise either islands, islets, or reefs 
which are not constantly under water; 

Whereas, it has likewise been agreed by Article 3 of the said con- 
vention : 

1. That the tribunal of arbitration shall determine whether the 
boundary line is to be considered, either wholly or in part, as being 
fixed by the boundary treaty of 1661 together with the chart thereto 
annexed, and in what manner the line thus established should be 
traced. 

2. That, as far as the boundary-line shall not be considered as 
established by said treaty and said chart, the tribunal shall deter- 
mine this boundary-line, taking into account the circumstances of 
fact and the principles of international law; 

Whereas, the agents of the parties have presented the following 
conclusions to the tribunal: 

The agent of the Norwegian Government : 

That the boundary between Norway and Sweden within the zone 
which constitutes the object of the arbitral decision, shall be deter- 
mined in accordance with the line indicated on the chart annexed, 
under No. 35, to the memorial presented in behalf of the Norwegian 
Government. 

And the agent of the Swedish Government : 

I. As regards the preliminary questions: 

May it please the tribunal of arbitration to declare that the bound- 
ary-line in dispute, as regards the space between point 18 as already 
fixed on the chart of the commissioners of 1897, and point A on the 
chart of the boundary treaty of 1661, is but incompletely established 
by the said treaty and the chart annexed thereto, for the reason that 
the exact situation of this point is not shown clearly therein, and, 
as regards the rest of the space, extending westward from the same 
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point A to the territorial boundary, that the boundary-line was 
not established at all by these documents. 

II. As regards these main questions: 

1. May it please the tribunal to be guided by the treaty and chart 
of 1661, to take into account the circumstances of fact and the prin- 
ciples of the law of nations, and to determine the maritime bound- 
ary-line in dispute between Sweden and Norway from point 18 as 
already fixed, in such a manner that in the first place the boundary- 
line shall be traced in a straight line to a point which constitutes 
the middle point of a straight line, connecting the northernmost reef 
cf the Réskaren, belonging to the Koster Islands, that is to say, the 
reef indicated on table 5 of the report of 1906 as being surrounded 
with depths 9, 10 and 10 [sic.], and the southernmost reef of the 
Svatskjar, belonging to the Tisler Islands, and which is furnished 
with a beacon, which point is indicated on the same table 5 as the 
point 19. 

2. May it please the tribunal further to take account of the cir- 
cumstances of fact and the principles of the law of nations and 
establish the rest of the disputed boundary in such a manner that— 

(a) Starting from the point fixed according to the conclusions 
of paragraph 1 and designated as point 19, the boundary-line shall 
be traced in a straight line to a point situated midway on a straight 
line connecting the northernmost of the reefs indicated under the 
name of Stora Drammen, on the Swedish side and the Hejeknub 
rock, situated to the southeast of Heja Island, on the Norwegian 
side, which point is indicated on the said table 5 as point 20; and 

(b) Starting from the point last-mentioned, the boundary shall 
be traced in a straight line due west as far into the sea as the mari- 
time territories of the two nations are supposed to extend; 

Whereas, the line mentioned in the conclusions of the Norwegian 
agent is traced as follows: 

From point 18 as indicated on the chart of the commissioners of 
1897, in a straight line to point 19 situated midway on a line drawn 
between the southernmost reef of the Svartskjar (the reef which is 
furnished with a beacon) and the northernmost reef of the Rés- 
karen ; 

From this point 19 in a straight line to point 20, situated midway 
on a line drawn between the southernmost reef of the Heiefluer 
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(sondre Heieflu) and the northernmost of the reefs comprised under 
the name of Stora Drammen; 

From this point 20 to point 20a, following a perpendicular drawn 
from the middle of the last-mentioned line. 

From this point 20a to point 200, following a perpendicular drawn 
from the middle of the line connecting the said southernmost reef 
of the Heieflu with the southernmost of the reefs comprised under 
the name of Stora Drammen. 

From this point 206 to point 20c, following a perpendicular drawn 
from the middle of a line connecting the Sondre Heiefluer with the 
small reef situated to the north of Kl6fningen islet near Morholmen. 

From this point 20c to point 20d, following a perpendicular 
drawn from the middle of a line connecting the Midtre Heieflu 
with the said reef to the north of Kl6fningen islet. 

From this point 20d, following a perpendicular drawn from the 
middle of the line connecting the Midtre Heieflu with a small reef 
situated west of the said Klofningen to point 21, where the circles 
cross which are drawn around said reefs with a radius of 4 nautical 
miles (60 to a degree). 

Whereas, after the tribunal had visited the disputed zone, ex- 
amined the documents and maps which had been presented to it, 
and heard the pleas and replies as well as the explanations furnished 
it at its request, the discussion was declared terminated at the ses- 
sion of October 18, 1909; 

Whereas, as regards the interpretation of certain expressions 
used in the convention and regarding which the two parties ex- 
pressed different opinions during the course of the discussion, 

In the first place, the tribunal is of opinion that the clause in 
accordance with which it is to determine the boundary-line in the 
sea as far as the limit of the territorial waters has no other purpose 
than to exclude the possibility of an incomplete determination, 
which might give rise to a new boundary dispute in future; and 

It was obviously not the intention of the parties to fix in advance 
the terminal point of the boundary, so that the tribunal would have 
only to determine the direction between two given points; 

In the second place, the clause in accordance with which the lines 
bounding the zone which may be the subject of dispute in conse- 
quence of the conclusions of the parties must not be traced in such 
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a manner as to comprise either islands, islets, or reefs which are 
not constantly under water can not be interpreted so as to imply 
that the islands, islets, and reefs aforementioned ought necessarily 
tc be taken as points of departure in the determination of the 
boundary ; 

Whereas, therefore, in the two respects aforementioned, the 
tribunal preserves full freedom to pass on the boundary within the 
limits of the respective contentions; 

Whereas, under the terms of the convention, the task of the 
tribunal consists in determining the boundary line in the water from 
the point indicated as 18 on the chart annexed to the project of the 
Norwegian and Swedish commissioners of August 18, 1897, in the 
sea as far as the limit of the territorial waters; 

Whereas, as regards the question, “whether the boundary-line 
should be considered, either. wholly or in part, as being fixed by 
the boundary treaty of 1661 and the map thereto annexed,” the 
answer to this question should be negative, at least as regards the 
boundary-line beyond point A on the aforementioned map; 

Whereas, the exact situation of point A on this chart can not be 
determined with absolute precision, but at all events it is a point 
situated between points 19 and 20, as these points will be deter- 
mined hereinafter ; 

Whereas, the parties in litigation agree as regards the boundary- 
line from point 18 on the chart of August 18, 1897, to point 19 
as indicated in the Swedish conclusions; 

Whereas, as regards the boundary-line from the said point 19 
to a point indicated by 20 on the charts annexed to the memorials, 
the parties likewise agree, except that they differ with regard to 
whether, in determining point 20, the Heiefluer or the Heieknub 
should be taken as a starting point from the Norwegian side; 

Whereas, in this connection, the parties have adopted, at least in 
practice, the rule of making the division along the median line 
drawn between the islands, islets, and reefs situated on both sides 
and not constantly submerged, as having been in their opinion the 
rule which was applied on this side of point A by the treaty of 
1661; 

The adoption of a rule on such grounds should, without regard 
to the question whether the rule invoked was really applied by said 
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treaty, have as a logical consequence, in applying it at the present 
time, that one should take into account at the same time the circum- 
stances of fact which existed at the time of the treaty; 

Whereas, the Heiefluer are reefs which, it may be asserted with 
sufficient certainty, did not immerge from the water at the time 
ef the boundary treaty of 1661 and consequently they could not 
have served as a starting point in defining a boundary; 

Whereas, therefore, from the above-mentioned standpoint the 
iieieknub should be preferred to the Heiefluer ; 

Whereas, point 20 being fixed, there remains to be determined 
the boundary from this point 20 to the limit of the territorial 
waters; 

Whereas, point 20 is situated, without any doubt, beyond point 
A as indicated on the chart annexed to the boundary treaty of 1661; 

Whereas, Norway has held the contention, which for that matter 
has not been rejected by Sweden, that from the sole fact of the 
Peace of Roskilde in 1658 the maritime territory in question was 
divided automatically between her and Sweden; 

Whereas, the tribunal fully indorses this opinion; 

Whereas, this opinion is in conformity with the fundamental 
principles of the law of nations, both ancient and modern, in accord- 
ance with which the maritime territory is an essential appurtenance 
of land territory, whence it follows that at the time when, in 1658, 
the land territory called the Bohuslan was ceded to Sweden, the 
radius of maritime territory constituting an inseparable appurte- 
nance of this land territory must have automatically formed a part 
of this cession; 

Whereas, it follows from this line of argument that in order to 
ascertain which may have been the automatic dividing line of 1658 
we must have recourse to the principles of law in force at that 
time; 

Whereas, Norway claims that, inside (on this side) of the Kos- 
ter-Tisler line, the rule of the boundary documents of 1661 having 
been that the boundary ought to follow the median line between 
the islands, islets, and reefs on both sides, the same principle should 
be applied with regard to the boundary beyond this line; 

Whereas, it is not demonstrated that the boundary-line fixed by 
the treaty and traced on the boundary chart was based on this rule, 
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and there are some details and peculiarities in the line traced which 
even give rise to serious doubts in this regard, and even if one ad- 
mitted the existence of this rule in connection with the boundary- 
line fixed by the treaty, it would not necessarily follow that the 
same rule ought to have been applied in determining the boundary 
in the exterior territory; 

Whereas, in this connection, 

The boundary treaty of 1661 and the chart thereto annexed make 
the boundary-line begin between the Koster and Tisler Islands; 

Whereas, in determining the boundary-line they went in a direc- 
tion from the sea toward the coast and not from the coast toward 
the sea; 

Whereas, it is out of the question to say that there might have 
been a continuation of this boundary-line in a seaward direction ; 

Whereas, consequently, the connecting link is lacking in order to 
enable us to presume, without decisive evidence, that the same rule 
was applied simultaneously to the territories situated this side and 
to those situated that side of the Koster-Tisler line; 

Whereas, moreover, neither the boundary treaty nor the chart 
appertaining thereto mention any islands, islets, or reefs situated 
beyond the Koster-Tisler line, and therefore, in order to keep with- 
in the probable intent of these documents we must disregard such 
islands, islets, and reefs; 

Whereas, again, the maritime territory belonging to a zone of a 
certain width presents numerous peculiarities which distinguish it 
from the land territory and from the maritime spaces more or less 
completely surrounded by these territories; 

Whereas, furthermore, in the same connection, the rules regard- 
ing maritime territory can not serve as a guide in determining the 
boundary between two contiguous countries, especially as, in the 
present case, we have to determine a boundary which is said to have 
been automatically traced in 1658, whereas the rules invoked date 
from subsequent centuries ; 

And it is the same way with the rules of Norwegian municipal 
law concerning the definition of boundaries between private proper- 
ties or between administrative districts; 

Whereas, for all these reasons, one can not adopt the method by 
which Norway has proposed to define the boundary from point 20 
to the territorial limit; 
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Whereas, the rule of drawing a median line midway between the 
inhabited lands does not find sufficient support in the law of nations 
in force in the seventeenth century ; 

Whereas, it is the same way with the rule of the thalweg or the 
most important channel, inasmuch as the documents invoked for 
the purpose do not demonstrate that this rule was followed in the 
present case. And, 

Whereas, we shall be acting much more in accord with the ideas 
of the seventeenth century and with the notions of law prevailing 
at that time if we admit that the automatic division of the territory 
in question must have taken place according to the general direc- 
tion of the land territory of which the maritime territory constituted 
an appurtenance, and if we consequently apply this same rule at the 
present time in order to arrive at a just and lawful determination 
of the boundary; 

Whereas, consequently, the automatic dividing line of 1658 should 
be determined (or, what is exactly the same thing expressed in 
other words), the delimitation should be made to-day by tracing a 
line perpendicularly to the general direction of the coast, while tak- 
ing into account the necessity of indicating the boundary in a clear 
and unmistakable manner, thus facilitating its observation by the 
interested parties as far as possible; 

Whereas, in order to ascertain what is this direction we must 
take equally into account the direction of the coast situated on both 
sides of the boundary ; 

Whereas, the general direction of the coast, according to the ex- 
pert and conscientious survey of the tribunal, swerves about 20 
degrees westward from due north, and therefore the perpendicular 
line should run toward the west to about 20 degrees to the south; 

Whereas, the parties agree in admitting the great unsuitability of 
tracing the boundary-line across important bars; and 

A boundary-line drawn from point 20 in a westerly direction to 
19 degrees to the south would completely obviate this inconvenience, 
since it would pass just to the north of the Grisbadarna and to the 
south of Skjottegrunde and would also not cut through any other 
important bank; and 

Consequently, the boundary-line ought to be traced from point 20 
westward to 19 degrees south, so that it would pass midway between 
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the Grisbadarna banks on the one side and Skjéttegrunde on the 
other ; 

Whereas, although the parties have not indicated any marks of 
alignment for a boundary-line thus traced there is reason to believe 
that it will not be impossible to find such marks; 

Whereas, on the other hand, we could, if necessary, avail our- 
selves of other known methods of marking the boundary; 

Whereas, a demarkation which would assign the Grisbadarna to 
Sweden is supported by all of several circumstances of fact which 
were pointed out during the discussion and of which the following 
are the principal ones: 

(a) The circumstance that lobster fishing in the shoals of Gris- 
badarna has been carried on for a much longer time, to a much larger 
extent, and by a much larger number of fishermen by the subjects 
of Sweden than by the subjects of Norway. 

(6) The circumstance that Sweden has performed various acts 
in the Grisbadarna region, especially of late, owing to her conviction 
that these regions were Swedish, as, for instance, the placing of 
beacons, the measurement of the sea, and the installation of a-light- 
boat, being acts which involved considerable expense and in doing 
which she not only thought that she was exercising her right but 
even more that she was performing her duty; whereas Norway, 
according to her own admission, showed much less solicitude in 
this region in these various regards; 

Whereas, as regards the circumstance of fact mentioned in para- 
graph a above, it is a settled principle of the law of nations that a 
state of things which actually exists and has existed for a long time 
should be changed as little as possible; and 

This rule is specially applicable in a case of private interests 
which, if once neglected, can not be effectively safeguarded by any 
manner of sacrifice on the part of the Government of which the 
interested parties are subjects; and 

Lobster fishing is much the most important fishing on the Grisba- 
darna banks, this fishing being the very thing that gives the banks 
their value as fisheries; and 

Without doubt the Swedes were the first to fish lobsters by means 
of the tackle and craft necessary to engage in fishing as far out 
at sea as the banks in question are situated; and 
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Fishing is, generally speaking, of more importance to the inhab- 
itants of Koster than to those of Hvaler, the latter having, at least 
until comparatively recent times, engaged rather in navigation than 
fishing; and 

From these various circumstances it appears so probable as to 
be almost certain that the Swedes utilized the banks in question 
much earlier and much more effectively than the Norwegians; and 

The depositions and declarations of the witnesses are, generally 
speaking, in perfect harmony with this conclusion; and 

The arbitration convention is likewise in full accord with the 
same conclusion; and 

According to this convention there is a certain connection between 
the enjoyment of the fisheries of the Grisbadarna and the keeping 
up of the light-boat, and, as Sweden will be obliged to keep up the 
light-boat as long as the present state of affairs continues, this shows 
that, according to the arguments of this clause, the principal enjoy- 
ment thereof is now due to Sweden; 

Whereas, as regards the circumstances of fact as mentioned 
under b: 

As regards the placing of beacons and of a light-boat— 

The stationing of a light-boat, which is necessary to the safety 
of navigation in the regions of Grisbadarna, was done by Sweden 
without meeting any protest and even at the initiative of Norway, 
and likewise a large number of beacons were established there with- 
out giving rise to any protests; and 

This light-boat and these beacons are always maintained by 
Sweden at her own expense; and 

Norway has never taken any measures which are in any way 
equivalent except by placing a bell-buoy there at a time subsequent 
to the placing of the beacons and for a short period of time, it being 
impossible to even compare the expenses of setting out and keeping 
up this buoy with those connected with the beacons and the light- 
boat; and 

It is shown by the foregoing that Sweden had no doubt as to her 
rights over the Grisbadarna and that she did not hesitate to incur 
the expenses incumbent on the owner and possessor of these banks 
even to the extent of a considerable sum of money. 

As to the measurements of the sea— 
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Sweden took the first steps, about thirty years before the begin- 
ning of any dispute, toward making exact, laborious, and expensive 
measurements of the regions of Grisbadarna, while the measure- 
ments made some years later by Norway did not even attain the 
limits of the Swedish measurements. And 

Whereas, therefore, there is no doubt whatever that the assign- 
ment of the Grisbadarna banks to Sweden is in perfect accord with 
the most important circumstances of fact; 

Whereas, a demarkation assigning the Skjottegrunde (which 
are the least important parts of the disputed territory) to Norway 
is sufficiently warranted by the serious circumstance of fact that, 
although one must infer from the various documents and testimony 
that the Swedish fishermen, as was stated above, have carried on 
fishing in the regions in question for a longer period, to a greater 
extent, and in greater numbers, it is certain on the other hand that 
the Norwegian fishermen have never been excluded from fishing 
there; 

Whereas, moreover, it is averred that the Norwegian fishermen 
have almost always participated in the lobster fishing on the Skjotte- 
grunde in a comparatively more effective manner than at the Gris- 
badarna: 

Therefore 

The tribunal decides and pronounces: 

That the maritime boundary between Norway and Sweden, as 
far as it was not determined by the Royal Resolution of March 15, 
1904, is fixed as follows: 

From point 18 situated as indicated on the chart annexed to the 
project of the Norwegian and Swedish commissioners of August 
18, 1897, a straight line is traced to point 19, constituting the middle 
point of a straight line drawn from the northernmost reef of the 
Roskaren to the southernmost reef of the Svartskjar, the one which 
is provided with a beacon; 

From point 19 thus fixed, a straight line is traced to point 20, 
which constitutes the middle point of a straight line drawn from 
the northernmost reef of the group of reefs called Stora Dram- 
men to the Hejeknub situated to the southeast of Heja Islands; 
from point 20 a straight line is drawn in a direction of west 19 
degrees south, which line passes midway between the Grisbadarna 
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and the Skjottegrunde south and extends in the same direction until 
it reaches the high sea. 
Done at The Hague, October 23, 1909, in the Palace of the Per- 
manent Court of Arbitration. 
J. A. Loerr, President 
MICHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN, Secretary General 
ROELL, Secretary 


AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Convention between Norway and Sweden for the reference to arbitra- 
tion of the question of a certain portion of the sea-limit between 
the two countries in connection with the Grisbadarna rocks.— 
Signed at Stockholm, March 14, 1908.4 
His Majesty the King of Sweden and His Majesty the King of Nor- 

way, having found it desirable that the question of the sea-limit be- 

tween Sweden and Norway, in so far as it was not determined by the 

Resolution of the 15th March, 1904,? should be referred to arbitration, 

have for this purpose appointed as their representatives: 

His Majesty the King of Sweden: His Minister for Foreign Af- 
fairs, Eric Birger Trolle; 
His Majesty the King of Norway: His Envoy Extraordinary and 

Minister Plenipotentiary, Paul Benjamin Vogt; 

Who, after exchanging full powers, have agreed to the following 
conditions : 
ARTICLE 1 


The parties pledge themselves to the extent stated below to leave the 
settling of the question of the sea-limit between Sweden and Norway 
to a tribunal of arbitration, consisting of a president who is neither 
a subject of nor domiciled in either of the two countries, and of two 
other members: one Swede and one Norwegian. The president shall 
be appointed by Her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands, the other 
members one each by the parties concerned. The parties, however, 
retain the right, should they agree, to appoint by special arrangement 
either the president only or the collective members of the tribunal. 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 102, p. 731. For the original Swedish 
and Norwegian texts, see Appendix, p. 496. 
2Post, p. 136. 
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Representation to Her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands, or the 
arbitrator who may be appointed by agreement, shall be made by both 
parties together. 

ARTICLE 2 


The tribunal of arbitration shall, after having examined the case of 
each of the parties and their respective reasons and proofs, determine 
the boundary-line in the waters from point 18 on the chart? annexed to 
the Swede-Norwegian proposal of the 18th August, 1897, into the sea 
up to the limit of the territorial waters. It is agreed that the boundary- 
line of the zone which the parties maintain to be under discussion, and 
for which, consequently, the limit is to be defined, may not be so drawn 
as to include islands, islets, or reefs which are not perpetually covered 
with water. 

ARTICLE 3 


The tribunal of arbitration shall have power to determine how far 
the boundary-line shall be considered to be, either wholly or in part, 
determined by the boundary treaty of 1661, together with the chart 
appertaining to the same, and how such boundary-line is to be traced, 
and also, in so far as the boundary-line can not be considered as estab- 
lished by the treaty and chart in question, shall have power to deter- 
mine the same, taking into account the circumstances of fact and the 
principles of international law. 


ARTICLE 4 


Until the expiry of the third calendar year after the announcement 
of the decision of the tribunal of arbitration, irrespective of the bound- 
ary line fixed by that decision, fishing may be carried on within the 
waters which, according to Article 2, are the subject of dispute by the 
subjects of both countries to the same extent as during the five-year 
period 1901-1905. In considering the extent to which fishing is carried 
on, regard shall be had to the number of fishermen, the kind of fish, 
and the manner of catching. 

ARTICLE 5 


It is agreed that that country on whose side of the eventual boundary- 
line the Grisbadarna fishing grounds are situated shall have no claim 
against the other country for contribution towards the expense of light- 
ships or other arrangements on or in the neighborhood of such 
grounds. 


1Post, opposite p. 140. 
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Sweden undertakes to maintain the present light-ship situated out- 
side the territorial limit until the expiration of the time mentioned in 
Article 4. 


ARTICLE 6 


The president of the tribunal of arbitration shall appoint the time 
and place for the first meeting of the tribunal and shall summon the 
other members to it. 

Time and place for further meetings shall be decided by the tribunal 
of arbitration. 

ARTICLE 7 


The official language to be used by the tribunal shall be English, 
French, or German, as may be decided in consultation with the other 
members. 

For petitions, evidence, and directions the parties may use the lan- 
guage of either country, the tribunal retaining the right to have trans- 
lations made. 

ARTICLE 8 


With respect to procedure and expenses, there shall apply such por- 
tions of the regulations contained in Articles 62 to 85 of the revised 
Convention adopted at the Second Hague Conference of 1907 for the 
pacific settlement of international disputes as may be applicable. 

Petitions, rejoiners, and evidence referred to in Article 63 paragraph 
2, of the above-mentioned Convention, shall be filed within a period 
to be determined by the president of the tribunal of arbitration, but 
before the lst March, 1909. No change is hereby entailed in the rules 
of procedure for the second part, especially as regards the regulations 
in Articles 68, 72, and 74 of the said Convention. 

The tribunal of arbitration has the right, when it is found necessary 
for the elucidation of the case, to arrange for the hearing of witnesses 
or experts in the presence of both parties and to order the undertaking 
in common of a hydrographical survey of the waters under dispute. 


ARTICLE 9 


This Convention shall be ratified, and the ratifications exchanged as 
soon as possible in Stockholm. 
In respect whereof the respective plenipotentiaries have signed this 
Convention and affixed thereto their seals. 
Done in duplicate, in Swedish and Norwegian, at Stockholm, on the 
14th March, 1908. 
(L245) Exe Trove 
(L.S.) Benjamin Vocr 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


His Royal Majesty's gracious resolution of March 26, 1904, with ac- 
companying Protocol of March 15, 1904, concerning the determina- 
tion of the extent of a certain part of the maritime boundary be- 
tween Sweden and Norway.* 


In reference to the accompanying protocol of the joint Norwegian 
and Swedish Council of State of March 15, 1904, as well as the extract 
from the protocol of the State Council regarding civil matters for this 
day, His Royal Majesty herewith authorizes the Riksdag to propose 
that the question of the extent of the maritime boundary between 
Sweden and Norway, from point 18 mentioned in the said protocol, 
and to the sea, as far as the territorial boundary extends, be referred 
to the decision of a special arbitral tribunal, in accordance with the 
text of the protocols. 

The authorities of the Riksdag shall appoint a committee to conduct 
the examination of the acts; and with all Royal grace and favor His 
Royal Majesty remains ever well disposed to the Riksdag. 

In the absence of His Majesty my Most gracious King and Lord, 


GUSTAF 
HyJALMAR WESTRING 


PROTOCOL CONSIDERED IN THE JOINT NORWEGIAN AND SWEDISH STATE 
COUNCIL BEFORE HIS ROYAL HIGHNESS THE CROWN PRINCE REGENT 
AT THE CASTLE OF CHRISTIANIA, MARCH 15, 1904. 


Present: His Excellency the Minister of State Hagerup, his Ex- 
cellency the Minister of State Ibsen, his Excellency the Minister of 
State Bostrom, his Excellency the Minister for Foreign Affairs Lager- 
heim, State Councilors: Kildal, Strugstad, Hauge, Schoning, Vogt, 
Mathiesen, and the Swedish State Councilor, Westring. 

The Chief of the Department of Commerce and Industry, State 
Councilor Schoning submitted the following: 


The Department takes the liberty of presenting considerations 
concerning measures anent the more definite fixation of national 
boundaries in the waters between Norway and Sweden. 

Maritime boundaries between the two countries running from 
the interior of Idefjard and out to the sea were fixed in a boun- 
dary regulation of October 26, 1661, carried out in accord with the 
peace treaty of Roskilde of February 26/March 9, 1658, and of 
Copenhagen of March 27/June 6, 1660. 


1Translation. For the original Swedish text, see Appendix, p. 500. 
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In the meantime much uncertainty has arisen regarding sev- 
eral points of this boundary line in view of the fact that during 
the long interval between 1661 and 1897 nothing was done in the 
matter by joint survey and investigation. In 1897 the Norwegian 
Department of the Interior and the Swedish Department for Civil 
Affairs took action whereby they might ascertain the exact course 
of that section of the boundary; and in the month of August of 
the same year two Norwegian and two Swedish commissioners 
met for the purpose of making a thorough search of the records 
and an investigation on the spot, etc., and of their presenting a 
proposition for the fixation and tracing upon charts of the bound- 
ary line between Norway and Sweden, from the interior of 
Idefjard and out into the sea. 

Bureau Secretary Hroar Olsen and Commander A. Rieck were 
the Norwegian commissioners ; Commander E. Oldberg and Judge 
H. Westring were the Swedish commissioners. 

As the result of their labors and investigations, the commis- 
sioners presented on August 18, 1897, the “proposition of the 
Royal Swedish and Norwegian Commission for and description 
of the maritime boundary between Norway and Sweden from the 
interior of Idefjard to the sea.” 

From this it appears, as witnessed by all four commissioners, 
that they had reached a unanimous conclusion regarding the 
boundary line from the interior of Idefjard to a point between 
the Jyete buoy (Norwegian) and a small Island, northwest of 
Narro Hellso (Swedish), which point is numbered 18 on a draft 
chart accompanying the proposition, so that Helleholmen is trans- 
ferred to Sweden, and Knivsoarna to Norway. 

Regarding the extent of the boundary line from the said point 
18 even to the sea, no agreement was arrived at by the commis- 
sion. The Norwegian and the Swedish members each submitted 
their respective proposition in reference to that part, and accord- 
ing to which Grisbadarna together with some shallows and 
ground to the north of Koster should go respectively to Norway 
or to Sweden. 

The commissioners’ propositions! together with two charts in 
reference thereto are subjoined.? 

The Department is of opinion that the line proposed by the 
Norwegian and Swedish commission, from the interior of Idefjard 
to point 18, as indicated on the accompanying map, should be re- 
garded as the correct boundary line. 

Inasmuch as with regard to the more detailed description of 
this line, reference is made to the proposition of the commission- 
ers, the Department permits itself to recommend that Your 
Majesty approve that line as the correct boundary between the two 
kingdoms. 

Provided that Your Majesty be pleased to decide according to 
this recommendation, the Department assumes that subsequently 


1Post, p. 138. 2Post, opposite p. 140. 
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the royal proclamation with regard to the boundary line agreed 
upon, will be issued by the State Council of each of the two king- 
doms. 

It is furthermore to be observed that it would be of importance 
to demarkate as soon as possible this part of the boundary line. 
It seems most expedient that a commissioner of each kingdom be 
appointed to undertake this demarkation, and the Department 
recommends therefore that Your Majesty approve this proposal to 
the effect that the State Council of each of the two kingdoms shall 
designate respectively one Norwegian and one Swedish commis- 
sioner. 

As hereinbefore stated, the Norwegian and Swedish commis- 
sioners have not been able to agree upon the matter regarding the 
rectification of the extent of the boundary from the said point 18 
to the sea. 

The following is a more detailed presentation of the views held 
by the Norwegian and Swedish parties with regard to the disputed 
boundary line. 

NoRWEGIAN VIEW 


_ From point 18, between the buoy Jyete and a small island 
northwest of Narra Hellsd, the line should run straight to the 
open sea through the center of a straight line from the southern 
extremity of the southernmost Norwegian Tislaron, Kloveren, 
to the northern extremity of the northern Koster island (Swed- 
ish), so that the boundary line run by Batshake, and all islands 
situated to the north of this line, including Grisbadarna, remain 
Norwegian. 

This line is traced in red color on the chart of the commission- 
ers, and said point between Kloveren and Koster island is indi- 
cated as point 19. 


SWEDISH VIEW 


From point 18, the boundary line should be drawn in a straight 
line to the open sea, through a point about 300 meters north of 
Rodkars Nordgrund and therefore about midway between Gris- 
badarna and Skattegrund, so that all islands to the:south out- 
side of this line, water and land, including Grisbadarna, remain 
Swedish. é, 

Upon the chart of the commissioners this line is traced in yellow 
color, and the said point north of Rodkars Nordgrund marked 
point 19. 

This Department permits itself respectfully to propose that the 
question of the disputed boundary line to the arbitral decision of a 
special tribunal, after the consent thereto shall have been given by 
the representatives of both kingdoms, and that the following pro- 
cedure be observed: 

In each of the two kingdoms, the respective State Council shall 
appoint two judges. 
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_ The judges thus designated shall mutually agree upon a fifth 
judge who shall at the same time act as president of the tribunal. 
In case of a tie, the designation of the fifth member shall be re- 
ferred to such foreign chief of State as Your Majesty might re- 
quest to that end. 

The rules of procedure of the tribunal, the deliberations as well 
as the place where the tribunal shall sit to be adopted by the 
judges themselves. 

The duly announced judicial decision regarding the disputed 
boundary line shall be binding upon both parties. 

Each kingdom shall meet the expenses of its own representa- 
tives, and the expenses of the fifth member, etc., shall be met in 
equal shares by the two kingdoms. 


In accordance with the foregoing, the Department takes the liberty 
of submitting most respectfully: 

That Your Majesty may most graciously resolve: 

(1) That the boundary line between Norway and Sweden as pro- 
posed by the joint Norwegian and Swedish commission of 1897, from 
the upper end of Idefjard to point 18 as shown on the two accompany- 
ing charts’ be approved according to the proposal of the commis- 
sioners ; 

(2) That the demarkation of the said boundary line shall be under- 
taken by commissioners chosen for the purpose, one from each king- 
dom ; 

(3) That questions concerning boundary lines between Norway and 
Sweden, from the aforesaid point 18 to the sea, as far as the terri- 
torial boundary extends shall be referred to the decision of a special 
arbitral tribunal, in accordance with what is hereinbefore stated, pro- 
vided the representatives of the two kingdoms consent thereto. 

The Swedish members of the State Council have concurred in what 
the present reporter has hereinbefore submitted as to the approval 
of the boundary lines proposed by the Swedish and Norwegian com- 
missioners, from the upper end of Idefjard to the said point 18, in- 
cluding the demarkation of the boundary line. 

Regarding the section of the boundary line from point 18 to the sea 
as far as the territorial boundary, those members declare that in sev- 
eral statements that have been sent in regarding this matter, sugges- 
tions have been made regarding the boundary according to which this 
line would in part be moved still further north than proposed by the 
Swedish commissioners. Expressing in regard to this the opinion that 
the proposal to submit to a special arbitral tribunal the decision as t9 


1Post, opposite p. 140. 
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the question of the position of the boundary line in this part, that this 
implied that both parties should have the opportunity to submit to the 
tribunal the demands in regard thereto which they might find neces- 
sary, these members agree to the proposition of the reporter even as 
to this part of the question. 

The Norwegian members had no objection to make to the foregoing 
statement, which corresponded to what had been already taken for 
granted by the Norwegian side. 

In accordance with what the members of the Council of State thus 
advise, may it please Your Royal Majesty the Crown Prince Regent 
to approve the proposal set forth by the chief of the Norwegian De- 
partment of Commerce and Industry. 
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THE NORRIS PETERS CO,, WASHINCTON, D. 5, 


THE NORTH ATLANTIC COAST 
FISHERIES CASE 


between 
GREAT BRITAIN and THE UNITED STATES 


Decided September 7, 1910 


Syllabus 

The treaty of peace of 1783 between Great Britain and the United 
States continued to inhabitants of the United States the privileges 
theretofore enjoyed in common with British subjects in the fisheries 
on Newfoundland, Labrador, and other parts of the North Atlantic 
/oast. 

Great Britain regarded this treaty as abrogated by the war of 1812, 
whereas the United States considered it as only suspended by and 
during the war. However, on October 20, 1818, a new treaty was 
signed with a view of defining the rights of inhabitants of the United 
States to take fish in certain parts of British north Atlantic coast 
waters, and to enter bays and harbors for the purpose of repairs, etc. 
Article 1 reads as follows: 


Whereas differences have arisen respecting the liberty claimed by 
the United States for the inhabitants thereof, to take, dry, and cure 
fish on certain coasts, bays, harbors, and creeks of His Britannic 
Majesty’s dominions in America, it is agreed between the high con- 
tracting Parties, that the inhabitants of the said United States shall 
have forever, in common with the subjects of His Britannic Majesty, 
the liberty to take fish of every kind on that part of the southern coast 
of Newfoundland which extends from Cape Ray to the Rameau 
Islands, on the western and northern coast of Newfoundland, from 
the said Cape Ray to the Quirpon Islands on the shores of the Magda- 
len Islands, and also on the coasts, bays, harbors, and creeks from 
Mount Joly on the southern coast of Labrador, to and through the 
Straits of Belleisle and thence northwardly indefinitely along the coast, 
without prejudice, however, to any of the exclusive rights of the Hud- 
son Bay Company: And that the American fishermen shall also have 
liberty forever, to dry and cure fish in any of the unsettled bays, har- 
bors, and creeks of the southern part of the coast of Newfoundland 
hereabove described, and of the coast of Labrador; but so soon as the 
same, or any portion thereof, shall be settled, it shall not be lawful for 
the said fishermen to dry or cure fish at such portion so settled, with- 


142 THE HAGUE COURT REPORTS 


out previous agreement for such purpose with the inhabitants, pro- 
prietors, or possessors of the ground. And the United States hereby 
renounce forever, any liberty heretofore enjoyed or claimed by the 
inhabitants thereof, to take, dry, or cure fish on, or within three marine 
miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of His Britannic 
Majesty’s dominions in America not included within the above-men- 
tioned limits: Provided, however, that the American fishermen shall 
be admitted to enter such bays or harbors for the purpose of shelter 
and of repairing damages therein, of purchasing wood, and of obtain- 
ing water, and for no other purpose whatever. But they shall be 
under such restrictions as may be necessary to prevent their taking, 
drying or curing fish therein, or in any other manner whatever abusing 
the privileges hereby reserved to them. 


Differences arose as to the scope and meaning of this article and of 
the rights and liberties referred to in the article or claimed on behalf 
of the inhabitants of the United States. Beginning with the seizure of 
American fishing vessels in 1821-2, the controversy over fishing rights 
continued in more or less menacing form until 1905 when, on account 
of the severe restrictive legislation by Newfoundland, affairs reached 
a critical stage. Negotiations were begun looking to a settlement, and 
in 1906 a modus vivendt' covering the fishing season of 1906-7 was 
agreed upon by the two Governments for the purpose of allaying fric- 
tion until some definite adjustment could be reached. The modus was 
renewed for the fishing seasons of 1907-8,? 1908-9 and 1909-10,‘ 
and on January 27, 1909, a compromis® was signed submitting the con- 
troversy to the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague. A 
tribunal was created composed of the following members of the panel 
of the court: Heinrich Lammasch, of Austria-Hungary; A. F. de 
Savornin Lohman, of Holland; George Gray, of the United States; 
Luis M. Drago, of Argentine; and Sir Charles Fitzpatrick, of Great 
Britain. The sessions of the tribunal began June 1, 1910, and ended 
August 12, 1910; the decision was rendered September 7, 1910. 

There were seven questions submitted to the tribunal. 

First. Great Britain contended for the right, directly or indirectly 
through Canada or Newfoundland, to make regulations applicable to 
American fishermen in treaty waters without the consent of the 
United States, “in respect of (1) the hours, days, or seasons when 
fish may be taken on the treaty coasts; (2) the method, means and im- 
plements to be used in the taking of fish or in the carrying on of fish- 
ing operations on such coasts; (3) any other matters of a similar char- 
acter ;” provided such regulations were “reasonable, as being, for in- 
stance, appropriate or necessary for the protection and preservation of 
such fisheries; desirable on grounds of public order and morals; 


1Post, p. 208. 2Post, p. 212. %Post, p. 214. 4Post, p. 220. Post, p. 147. 
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equitable and fair as between local fishermen and the inhabitants of 
the United States.” 

The United States, on the other hand, denied the right of Great 
Britain to make such regulations “unless their appropriateness, neces- 
sity, reasonableness, and fairness be determined by the United States 
and Great Britain by common accord and the United States concurs 
in their enforcement.” 

The tribunal in its decision on this question affirmed the right of 
Great Britain “to make regulations without the consent of the United 
States” but held that “such regulations must be made bona fide and 
must not be in violation of the said treaty;”’ and that “regulations 
which are (1) appropriate or necessary for the preservation of such 
fisheries, or (2) desirable or necessary on grounds of public order and 
morals without unnecessarily interfering with the fishery itself, and 
in both cases equitable and fair as between local and American fisher- 
men, and not so framed as to give an advantage to the former over the 
latter class, are not inconsistent with the obligation to execute the treaty 
in good faith, and are therefore not in violation of the treaty.” 

The award thus far is in favor of Great Britain, but the tribunal 
held further that, if the reasonableness of the regulation is contested 
by the United States, Great Britain is not to be the judge of what is 
or what is not reasonable, but that it must be decided not by either 
cf the parties but by an impartial authority. To this end the tribunal 
recommended certain rules and methods of procedure in case any reg- 
ulation was contested, the important feature being that any such con- 
tested regulation, before becoming effective, should be referred to a 
permanent mixed fishery commission, whose membership, procedure 
and authority the tribunal also defined. In proposing this recommen- 
dation, accepted by the parties in controversy, the tribunal relied upon 
Article 4 of the special agreement, which was considered both by the 
tribunal and by Great Britain and the United States, as in the nature 
of a permanent treaty of unlimited duration for the settlement of any 
disputes that might arise between the two countries under the conven- 
tion of 1818. This article is as follows: 


The tribunal shall recommend for the consideration of the high con- 
tracting Parties rules and a method of procedure under which all ques- 
tions which may arise in the future regarding the exercise of the 
liberties above referred to may be determined in accordance with the 
principles laid down in the award. If the high contracting Parties 
shall not adopt the rules and method of procedure so recommended, or 
if they shall not, subsequently to the delivery of the award, agree upon 
such rules and method, then any differences which may arise in the 
future between the high contracting Parties relating to the interpreta- 
tion of the treaty of 1818 or to the effect and application of the award 
of the tribunal shall be referred informally to the Permanent Court at 
The Hague for decision by the summary procedure provided in Chap- 
ter IV of the Hague Convention of the 18th October, 1907.7 


1Post, p. 151. 
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Second. This was as to the right of the inhabitants of the United 
States, while exercising the liberties referred to, to employ as members 
of the fishing crews of their vessels persons not inhabitants of the 
United States. 

The United States contended (1) that the liberty assured to their 
inhabitants by the treaty plainly includes the right to use all the means 
customary or appropriate for fishing upon the sea, not only ships and 
nets and boats, but crews to handle the ships, the nets and the boats; 
(2) that no right to control or limit the means which these inhabitants 
shall use in fishing can be admitted unless it is provided in the terms 
of the treaty and no right to question the nationality or inhabitancy of 
the crews employed is contained in the terms of the treaty. 

Great Britain, on the other hand, contended (1) that the treaty con- 
fers the liberty to inhabitants of the United States exclusively; (2) 
that the Governments of Great Britain, Canada or Newfoundland may, 
without infraction of the treaty, prohibit persons from engaging as 
fishermen in American vessels. 

The tribunal held in favor of the United States but expressed the 
view that non-inhabitants employed as members of crews of American 
fishing vessels derive no rights from the treaty, but only from their 
employer. 

Third. The United States contended that its inhabitants were not, 
without its consent, to be subjected “to the requirements of entry or 
report at custom-houses or the payment of light or harbor dues, or to 
any other similar requirement or condition or exaction.” 

The United States stated in its case that American fishing vessels 
exercising their treaty rights might properly be called upon to make 
known their presence and exhibit their credentials by a report at cus- 
toms, but on the other hand, the United States denied that such vessels 
could be subjected to the customs regulations imposed upon other ves- 
sels, or required to pay light, harbor or other dues not imposed upon 
local fishing vessels. 

The tribunal held that the duty to report is not unreasonable, if the 
report may be made conveniently either in person or by telegraph; 
otherwise the vessel need not report. It was also held that “the exer- 
cise of the fishing liberty by the inhabitants of the United States 
should not be subjected to the purely commercial formalities of re- 
port, entry and clearance at a custom-house, nor to light, harbor or 
other dues not imposed upon Newfoundland fishermen.” 

Fourth. This question was as to the right to require payment of 
light and harbor dues by fishermen of the United States, or to report 
at custom-houses, and similar requirements when resorting to certain 
bays and harbors for shelter, wood, water, etc. 

The treaty provided that American fishermen might enter bays or 
harbors on the non-treaty coast “for the purpose of shelter and of re- 
pairing damages therein, of purchasing wood and of obtaining water, 
and for no other purpose whatever.” 

Great Britain contended that vessels, seeking these non-treaty ports 
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were to be treated as ordinary vessels, subject to local ordinances and 
regulations, whereas the United States maintained that the ports were 
to be treated as ports of refuge and that subjection of fishing vessels 
to the prerequisite of entering and reporting at custom-houses, or of 
paying light, harbor or other dues would unjustly impair and limit the 
privileges which the clause meant to concede. 

The tribunal held that the treaty provision was an exercise, in large 
measure, of the “duties of hospitality and humanity which all civilized 
nations impose upon themselves,” and was not dependent upon the 
payment of dues or other similar requirements, although the privilege 
should not be abused. 

Fifth. By the convention of 1818 the United States renounced the 
right “to take, dry, or cure fish on, or within three marine miles of any 
of the coasts, bays, creeks or harbors of His Britannic Majesty’s do- 
minions in America” not included within the limits specified by the 
treaty. The fifth question asked “from where must be measured the 
‘three marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors’ re- 
ferred to in the said article?” 

Great Britain contended that the United States had renounced the 
right to fish within all bays and within three miles thereof, that is, that 
the word “bays” in the treaty was used in both a geographical and 
territorial sense, thereby excluding American fishermen from all bodies 
of water on the non-treaty coast known as bays on the charts of the 
period. On the contrary the United States maintained that the word 
“bays” was used in the territorial sense, and therefore limited to small 
bays, and that it had renounced merely the right to fish within such 
bays as formed part of His Majesty’s dominions, that is to say, terri- 
torial bays; that only such bays whose entrance was less than double 
the marine league were renounced, and that in such cases the three 
marine miles were to be measured from a line drawn across the bays 
where they were six miles or less in width. 

The tribunal decided in favor of the British contention that the word 
“bays” must be interpreted as applying to geographical bays, and held 
that “in case of bays, the three marine miles are to be measured froin 
a straight line drawn across the body of water at the place where it 
ceases to have the configuration and characteristics of a bay,” but that 
“at all other places the three marine miles are to be measured follow- 
ing the sinuosities of the coast.” That is, a body of water, geographic- 
ally called a bay, may cease to have “the configuration and character- 
istic of a bay” and at this point the line is to be drawn. 

The tribunal, however, in view of the difficulty in the practical appli- 
cation of the rule laid down, recommended a procedure to determine 
the limits of particular bays, which were specified, and provided also 
that as to bays not specified “the limits of exclusion should be three 
miles seaward from a straight line across the bay at the part nearest 
the entrance at the first point where the width does not exceed ten 


miles.” 
The decision was not unanimous, Dr. Drago submitting a dissenting 
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opinion, in which he maintained that there was no certain rule laid 
down for the guidance of the parties, and that the recommendation 
of a special series of lines, however practical they might be supposed 
to be, was beyond the scope of the award and could not be adopted 
without a new treaty being entered into by the parties. 

Sixth. The United States contended that the inhabitants of the 
United States have the liberty, under Article 1 of the treaty, of taking 
fish in the bays, harbors, and creeks on what was known as the treaty 
coast, that is, on that part of the southern coast of Newfoundland 
which extends from Cape Ray to Rameau Islands, or on the western 
and northern coasts of Newfoundland from Cape Ray to Quirpon 
Islands and on the Magdalen Islands. Great Britain contended that 
they had no such liberty, and endeavored to show that evidence could 
be found in the correspondence submitted to the tribunal indicating 
an intention to exclude Americans from Newfoundland bays on the 
treaty coast, and that no value would have been attached at that time 
by the United States Government to the liberty of fishing in such bays 
because there was no cod fishery there as there was in the bays of 
Labrador. 

The tribunal decided in favor of the United States. 

Seventh. This was whether vessels belonging to inhabitants of the 
United States resorting to the treaty coasts for the purposes of exer- 
cising the liberties referred to, were entitled to have the commercial 
privileges which were accorded by agreement or otherwise to trading 
vessels of the United States generally. The tribunal held that there 
was nothing in the treaty provisions to disentitle them, provided the 
treaty liberty of fishing and the commercial privileges were not exer- 
cised concurrently. 

The tribunal decided in favor of the United States. 


AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the tribunal of arbitration in the question relating to the 
north Atlantic coast fisheries—The Hague, September 7, Igro.* 


PREAMBLE 


Whereas a special agreement between the United States of 
America and Great Britain, signed at Washington the 27th January, 
1909,” and confirmed by interchange of notes dated the 4th March, 
1909,* was concluded in conformity with the provisions of the gen- 
eral arbitration treaty between the United States. of America and 
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Great Britain, signed the 4th April, 1908, and ratified the 4th June, 
1908 ; 

And whereas the said special agreement for the submission of 
questions relating to fisheries on the North Atlantic coast under 
the general treaty of arbitration concluded between the United 
States and Great Britain on the 4th day of April, 1908, is as 
follows :* 

ARTICLE 1 


Whereas by Article 1 of the convention signed at London on the 
20th day of October, 1818, between Great Britain and the United 
States, it was agreed as follows: 


Whereas differences have arisen respecting the liberty claimed by 
the United States for the inhabitants thereof, to take, dry and cure 
fish on certain coasts, bays, harbors and creeks of His Britannic 
Majesty’s dominions in America, it is agreed between the high con- 
tracting Parties, that the inhabitants of the said United States shall 
have forever, in common with the subjects of His Britannic Maj- 
esty, the liberty to take fish of every kind on that part of the south- 
ern coast of Newfoundland which extends from Cape Ray to the 
Rameau Islands, on the western and northern coast of Newfound- 
land, from the said Cape Ray to the Quirpon Islands, on the shores 
of Magdalen Islands, and also on the coasts, bays, harbors, and 
creeks from Mount Joly on the southern coast of Labrador, to 
and through the Straits of Belleisle and thence northwardly in- 
definitely along the coast, without prejudice, however, to any of 
the exclusive rights of the Hudson Bay Company; and that the 
American fishermen shall also have liberty forever, to dry and cure 
fish in any of the unsettled bays, harbors and creeks of the southern 
part of the coast of Newfoundland hereabove described, and of 
the coast of Labrador; but so soon as the same, or any portion 
thereof, shall be settled, it shall not be lawful for the said fishermen 
to dry or cure fish at such portion so settled, without previous 
agreement for such purpose with the inhabitants, proprietors, or 
possessors of the ground.—And the United States hereby renounce 
forever, any liberty heretofore enjoyed or claimed by the inhabi- 
tants thereof, to take, dry, or cure fish on, or within three marine 
miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors of His Britannic 
Majesty’s dominions in America not included within the above- 
mentioned limits; provided, however, that the American fishermen 


1As the full text of the agreement for arbitration is here given, it is not 
printed again under a special heading. 
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shall be admitted to enter such bays and harbors for the purpose 
of shelter and of repairing damages therein, of purchasing wood, 
and of obtaining water, and for no other purpose whatever. But 
they shall be under such restrictions as may be necessary to prevent 
their taking, drying or curing fish therein, or in any other manner 
whatever abusing the privileges hereby reserved to them. 


And, whereas, differences have arisen as to the scope and mean- 
ing of the said article, and of the liberties therein referred to, and 
otherwise in respect of the rights and liberties which the inhabitants 
of the United States have or claim to have in the waters or on the 
shores therein referred to: 

It is agreed that the following questions shall be submitted for 
decision to a tribunal of arbitration constituted as hereinafter pro- 
vided: 

Question 1. To what extent are the following contentions or 
either of them justified ? 

It is contended on the part of Great Britain that the exercise of 
the liberty to take fish referred to in the said article, which the 
inhabitants of the United States have forever in common with the 
subjects of His Britannic Majesty, is subject, without the consent 
of the United States, to reasonable regulation by Great Britain, 
Canada, or Newfoundland in the form of municipal laws, ordi- 
nances, or rules, as, for example, to regulations in respect of (1) 
the hours, days, or seasons when fish may be taken on the treaty 
coasts; (2) the method, means, and implements to be used in the 
taking of fish or in the carrying on of fishing operations on such 
coasts; (3) any other matters of a similar character relating to 
fishing; such regulations being reasonable, as being, for instance— 

(a) Appropriate or necessary for the protection and preservation 
of such fisheries and the exercise of the rights of British subjects 
therein and of the liberty which by the said Article 1 the inhabitants 
of the United States have therein in common with British subjects; 

(b) Desirable on grounds of public order and morals; 

(c) Equitable and fair as between local fishermen and the in- 
habitants of the United States exercising the said treaty liberty 
and not so framed as to give unfairly an advantage to the former 
over the latter class. 

It is contended on the part of the United States that the ex- 
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ercise of such liberty is not subject to limitations or restraints by 
Great Britain, Canada, or Newfoundland in the form of municipal 
laws, ordinances, or regulations in respect of (1) the hours, days, 
or seasons when the inhabitants of the United States may take fish 
on the treaty coasts, or (2) the method, means, and implements 
used by them in taking fish or in carrying on fishing operations on 
such coasts, or (3) any other limitations or restraints of similar 
character— 

(a) Unless they are appropriate and necessary for the protection 
and preservation of the common rights in such fisheries and the 
exercise thereof; and 

(6) Unless they are reasonable in themselves and fair as between 
local fishermen and fishermen coming from the United States, and 
not so framed as to give an advantage to the former over the latter 
class; and 

(c) Unless their appropriateness, necessity, reasonableness, and 
fairness be determined by the United States and Great Britain by 
common accord and the United States concurs in their enforcement. 

Question 2. Have the inhabitants of the United States, while 
exercising the liberties referred to in said article, a right te employ 
as members of the fishing crews of their vessels persons not 
inhabitants of the United States? 

Question 3. Can the exercise by the inhabitants of the United 
States of the liberties referred to in the said article be subjected, 
without the consent of the United States, to the requirements of 
entry or report at custom-houses or the payment of light or harbor 
and other dues, or to any other similar requirement or condition or 
exaction? 

Question 4. Under the provision of the said article that the 
American fishermen shall be admitted to enter certain bays or 
harbors for shelter, repairs, wood, or water, and for no other pur- 
pose whatever, but that they shall be under such restrictions as may 
be necessary to prevent their taking, drying, or curing fish therein 
or in any other manner whatever abusing the privileges thereby re- 
served to them, is it permissible to impose restrictions making the 
exercise of such privileges conditional upon the payment of light or 
harbor or other dues, or entering or reporting at custom-houses or 
any similar conditions? 
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Question 5. From where must be measured the “three marine 
miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors” referred to 
in the said article? 

Question 6. Have the inhabitants of the United States the lib- 
erty under the said article or otherwise to take fish in the bays, 
harbors, and creeks on that part of the southern coast of Newfound- 
land which extends from Cape Ray to Rameau Islands, or on the 
western and northern coasts of Newfoundland from Cape Ray to 
Quirpon Islands, or on the Magdalen Islands? 

Question 7. Are the inhabitants of the United States whose 
vessels resort to the treaty coasts for the purpose of exercising the 
liberties referred to in Article 1 of the treaty of 1818 entitled to 
have for those vessels, when duly authorized by the United States 
in that behalf, the commercial privileges on the treaty coasts ac- 
corded by agreement or otherwise to United States trading vessels 
generally? 

ARTICLE 2 


Either party may call the attention of the tribunal to any legis- 
lative or executive act of the other party, specified within three 
months of the exchange of notes enforcing this agreement, and 
which is claimed to be inconsistent with the true interpretation of 
the treaty of 1818; and may call upon the tribunal to express in its 
award its opinion upon such acts, and to point out in what respects, 
if any, they are inconsistent with the principles laid down in the 
award in reply to the preceding questions; and each party agrees to 
conform to such opinion. 


ARTICLE 3 


If any question arises in the arbitration regarding the reason- 
ableness of any regulation or otherwise which requires an examina- 
tion of the practical effect of any provisions in relation to the con- 
ditions surrounding the exercise of the liberty of fishery enjoyed 
by the inhabitants of the United States, or which requires expert 
information about the fisheries themselves, the tribunal may, in that 
case, refer such question to a commission of three expert specialists 
in such matters; one to be designated by each of the parties hereto, 
and the third, who shall not be a national of either party, to be 
designated by the tribunal. This commission shall examine into 
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and report their conclusions on any question or questions so re- 
ferred to it by the tribunal and such report shall be considered by 
the tribunal and shall, if incorporated by them in the award, be 
accepted as a part thereof. 

Pending the report of the commission upon the question or ques- 
tions so referred and without awaiting such report, the tribunal may 
make a separate award upon all or any other questions before it, 
and such separate award, if made, shall become immediately ef- 
fective, provided that the report aforesaid shall not be incorporated 
in the award until it has been considered by the tribunal. The ex- 
penses of such commission shall be borne in equal moieties by the 
parties hereto. 

ARTICLE 4 


The tribunal shall recommend for the consideration of the high 
contracting Parties rules and a method of procedure under which 
all questions which may arise in future regarding the exercise of 
the liberties above referred to may be determined in accordance 
with the principles laid down in the award. If the high contracting 
Parties shall not adopt the rules and method of procedure so recom- 
mended, or if they shall not, subsequently to the delivery of the 
award, agree upon such rules and methods, then any differences 
which may arise in the future between the high contracting Parties 
relating to the interpretation of the treaty of 1818 or to the effect 
and application of the award of the tribunal shall be referred in- 
formally to the Permanent Court at The Hague for decision by 
the summary procedure provided in Chapter IV of the Hague 
Convention of the 18th October, 1907. 


ARTICLE 5 


The tribunal of arbitration provided for herein shall be chosen 
from the general list of members of the Permanent Court at 
The Hague, in accordance with the provisions of Article 45 of the 
Convention for the settlement of international disputes, concluded 
at the Second Peace Conference at The Hague on the 18th of Octo- 
ber, 1907. The provisions of said Convention, so far as applicable 
and not inconsistent herewith, and excepting Articles 53 and 54, 
shall govern the proceedings under the submission herein pro- 


vided for. 


52, THE HAGUE COURT REPORTS 


The time allowed for the direct agreement of His Britannic 
Majesty and the President of the United States on the composition 
of such tribunal shall be three months. 


ARTICLE 6 


The pleadings shall be communicated in the order and within the 
time following: 

As soon as may be and within a period not exceeding seven 
months from the date of the exchange of notes making this agree- 
ment binding the printed case of each of the parties hereto, accom- 
panied by printed copies of the documents, the official correspon- 
dence, and all other evidence on which each party relies, shall be 
delivered in duplicate (with such additional copies as may be agreed 
upon) to the agent of the other party. It shall be sufficient for this 
purpose if such case is delivered at the British Embassy at Wash- 
ington or at the American Embassy at London, as the case may be, 
for transmission to the agent for its Government. 

Within fifteen days thereafter such printed case and accompany- 
ing evidence of each of the parties shall be delivered in duplicate 
to each member of the tribunal, and such delivery may be made by 
depositing within the stated period the necessary number of copies 
with the International Bureau at The Hague for transmission to 
the arbitrators. 

After the delivery on both sides of such printed case, either party 
may, in like manner, and within four months after the expiration 
of the period above fixed for the delivery to the agents of the case, 
deliver to the agent of the other party (with such additional copies 
as may be agreed upon), a printed counter-case accompanied by 
printed copies of additional documents, correspondence,:and other 
evidence in reply to the case, documents, correspondence, and other 
evidence so presented by the other party, and within fifteen days 
thereafter such party shall, in like manner as above provided, de- 
liver in duplicate such counter-case and accompanying evidence to 
each of the arbitrators. 

The foregoing provisions shall not prevent the tribunal from per- 
mitting either party to rely at the hearing upon documentary or 
other evidence which is shown to have become open to its investiga- 
tion or examination or available for use too late to be submitted 
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within the period hereinabove fixed for the delivery of copies of 
evidence, but in case any such evidence is to be presented, printed 
copies of it, as soon, as possible after it is secured, must be de- 
livered, in like manner as provided for the delivery of copies of 
other evidence, to each of the arbitrators and to the agent of the 
other party. The admission of any such additional evidence, how- 
ever, shall be subject to such conditions as the tribunal may impose, 
and the other party shall have a reasonable opportunity to offer 
additional evidence in rebuttal. 

The tribunal shall take into consideration all evidence which is 
offered by either party. 


ARTICLE 7 


If in the case or counter-case (exclusive of the accompanying 
evidence) either party shall have specified or referred to any docu- 
ments, correspondence, or other evidence in its own exclusive posses- 
sion without annexing a copy, such party shall be bound, if the other 
party shall demand it within thirty days after the delivery of the 
case or counter-case respectively, to furnish to the party applying 
for it a copy thereof; and either party may, within the like time, 
demand that the other shall furnish certified copies or produce for 
inspection the originals of any documentary evidence adduced by 
the party upon whom the demand is made. It shall be the duty of 
the party upon whom any such demand is made to comply with it 
as soon as may be, and within a period not exceeding fifteen days 
after the demand has been received. The production for inspec- 
tion or the furnishing to the other party of official governmental 
publications, publishing, as authentic, copies of the documentary 
evidence referred to, shall be a sufficient compliance with such de- 
mand, if such governmental publications shall have been published 
prior to the 1st day of January, 1908. If the demand is not com- 
plied with, the reasons for the failure to comply must be stated to 
the tribunal. 

ARTICLE 8 


The tribunal shall meet within six months after the expiration 
of the period above fixed for the delivery to the agents of the case, 
and upon the assembling of the tribunal at its first session each 
party, through its agent or counsel, shall deliver in duplicate to 
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each of the arbitrators and to the agent and counsel of the other 
party (with such additional copies as may be agreed upon) a printed 
argument showing the points and referring to the evidence upon 
which it relies. 

The time fixed by this agreement for the delivery of the case, 
counter-case, or argument, and for the meeting of the tribunal, 
may be extended by mutual consent of the parties. 


ARTICLE 9 


The decision of the tribunal shall, if possible, be made within 
two months from the close of the arguments on both sides, unless 
on the request of the tribunal the parties shall agree to extend the 
period. 

It shall be made in writing, and dated and signed by each mem- 
ber of the tribunal, and shall be accompanied by a statement of 
reasons. 

A member who may dissent from the decision may record his 
dissent when signing. 

The language to be used throughout the proceedings shall be 
English. 

ARTICLE 10 


Each party reserves to itself the right to demand a revision ot 
the award. Such demand shall contain a statement of the grounds 
on which it is made and shall be made within five days of the pro- 
mulgation of the award, and shall be heard by the tribunal within 
ten days thereafter. The party making the demand shall serve a 
copy of the same on the opposite party, and both parties shall be 
heard in argument by the tribunal on said demand. The demand 
can only be made on the discovery of some new fact or circum+ 
stance calculated to exercise a decisive influence upon the award 
and which was unknown to the tribunal and to the party demand- 
ing the revision at the time the discussion was closed, or upon the 
ground that the said award does not fully and sufficiently, within 
the meaning of this agreement, determine any question or ques- 
tions submitted. If the tribunal shall allow the demand for a re- 
vision, it shall afford such opportunity for further hearings and 
arguments as it shall deem necessary. 
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Lor 


ARTICLE 11 


The present agreement shall be deemed to be binding only when 
confirmed by the two Governments by an exchange of notes. 

In witness whereof this agreement has been signed and sealed 
by His Britannic Majesty’s Ambassador at Washington, the Right 
Honorable James Bryce, O.M., on behalf of Great Britain, and by 
the Secretary of State of the United States, Elihu Root, on behalf 
of the United States. 

Done at Washington on the 27th day of January, one thousand 
nine hundred and nine. 

JAMES Bryce [SEAL] 
Exrinu Root [SEAL ] 


And whereas, the parties to the said agreement have by common 
accord, in accordance with Article 5, constituted as a tribunal of 
arbitration the following members of the Permanent Court at 
The Hague: Mr. H. Lammasch, Doctor of Law, professor of the 
University of Vienna, Aulic Councilor, member of the Upper House 
of the Austrian Parliament; his Excellency Jonkheer A. F. de 
Savornin Lohman, Doctor of Law, Minister of State, former 
Minister of the Interior, member of the Second Chamber of the 
Netherlands; the Honorable George Gray, Doctor of Laws, Judge 
of the United States Circuit Court of Appeals, former United States 
Senator; the Right Honorable Sir Charles Fitzpatrick, member 
of the Privy Council, Doctor of Laws, Chief Justice of Canada; the 
Honorable Luis Maria Drago, Doctor of Law, former Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the Argentine Republic, member of the Law 
Academy of Buenos Aires; 

And whereas, the agents of the parties to the said agreement 
have duly and in accordance with the terms of the agreement com- 
municated to this tribunal their cases, counter-cases, printed argu- 
ments, and other documents; 

And whereas, counsel for the parties have fully presented to this 
tribunal their oral arguments in the sittings held between the first 
assembling of the tribunal on 1st June, 1910, to the close of the 
hearings on 12th August, 1910; 

Now, therefore, this tribunal having carefully considered the said 
agreement, cases, counter-cases, printed and oral arguments, and the 
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documents presented by either side, after due deliberation makes 
the following decisions and awards: 


QUESTION 1 


To what extent are the following contentions or either of them 
justified P 

It is contended on the part of Great Britain that the exercise of 
the liberty to take fish referred to in the said article, which the in- 
habitants of the United States have forever in common with the 
subjects of His Britannic Majesty, is subject, without the consent 
of the United States, to reasonable regulation by Great Britain, 
Canada, or Newfoundland in the form of municipal laws, ordi- 
nances, or rules, as, for example, to regulations in respect of (1) 
the hours, days, or seasons when fish may be taken on the treaty 
coasts; (2) the method, means, and implements to be used in the 
taking of fish or in the carrying on of fishing operations on such 
coasts; (3) any other matters of a similar character relating to 
fishing ; such regulations being reasonable, as being, for instance— 

(a) Appropriate or necessary for the protection and preservation 
of such fisheries and the exercise of the rights of British subjects 
therein and of the liberty which by the said Article 1 the inhabitants 
of the United States have therein in common with British subjects; 

(6) Desirable on grounds of public order and morals; 

(c) Equitable and fair as between local fishermen and the in- 
habitants of the United States exercising the said treaty liberty, 
and not so framed as to give unfairly an advantage to the former 
over the latter class. 

It is contended on the part of the United States that the exercise 
of such liberty is not subject to limitations or restraints by Great 
Britain, Canada, or Newfoundland in the form of municipal laws, 
ordinances, or regulations in respect of (1) the hours, days, or 
seasons when the inhabitants of the United States may take fish on 
the treaty coasts, or (2) the method, means, and implements used 
by them in taking fish or in carrying on fishing operations on such 
coasts, or (3) any other limitations or restraints of similar char- 
acter— 

(a) Unless they are appropriate and necessary for the protection 
and preservation of the common rights in such fisheries and the ex- 
ercise thereof; and 
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(b) Unless they are reasonable in themselves and fair as be- 
tween local fishermen and fishermen coming from the United States, 
and not so framed as to give an advantage to the former over the 
latter class; and 

(c) Unless their appropriateness, necessity, reasonableness, and 
fairness be determined by the United States and Great Britain by 
common accord and the United States concurs in their enforcement. 

Question I, thus submitted to the tribunal, resolves itself into twe 
main contentions: 

Ist. Whether the right of regulating reasonably the liberties con- 
ferred by the treaty of 1818 resides in Great Britain; 

2nd. And, if such right does so exist, whether such reasonable 
exercise of the right is permitted to Great Britain without the oc- 
cord and concurrence of the United States. 

The treaty of 1818 contains no explicit disposition in regard to 
the right of regulation, reasonable or otherwise; it neither reserves 
that right in express terms, nor refers to it in any way. It is there- 
fore incumbent on this tribunal to answer the two questions above 
indicated by interpreting the general terms of Article 1 of the treaty, 
and more especially the words “‘the inhabitants of the United States 
shall have, for ever, in common with the subjects of His Britannic 
Majesty, the liberty to take fish of every kind.” This interpretation 
must be conformable to the general import of the instrument, the 
general intention of the parties to it, the subject matter of the 
contract, the expressions actually used and the evidence submitted. 

Now in regard to the preliminary question as to whether the 
right of reasonable regulation resides in Great Britain: 

Considering that the right to regulate the liberties conferred by 
the treaty of 1818 is an attribute of sovereignty, and as such must 
be held to reside in the territorial sovereign, unless the contrary be 
provided; and considering that one of the essential elements of 
sovereignty is that it is to be exercised within territorial limits, 
and that, failing proof to the contrary, the territory is coterminous 
with the sovereignty, it follows that the burden of the assertion in- 
volved in the contention of the United States (viz., that the right 
to regulate does not reside independently in Great Britain, the 
territorial sovereign) must fall on the United States. And for the 
purpose of sustaining this burden, the United States have put for- 
ward the following series of propositions, each one of which must 
be singly considered. 
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It is contended by the United States: 


(1) That the French right of fishery under the treaty of 1713 
designated also as a liberty, was never subjected to regula- 
tion by Great Britain, and therefore the inference is war- 
ranted that the American liberties of fishery are similarly 
exempted. 


The tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because although the French right designated in 1713 
merely “an allowance,’ (a term of even less force than that used 
in regard to the American fishery) was nevertheless converted, in 
practice, into an exclusive right, this concession on the part of 
Great Britain was presumably made because France, before 1713, 
claimed to be the sovereign of Newfoundland, and, in ceding the 
island, had, as the American argument says, “reserved for the bene- 
fit of its subjects the right to fish and to use the strand” ; 

(6) Because the distinction between the French and American 
right is indicated by the different wording of the statutes for the 
observance of treaty obligations towards France and the United 
States, and by the British Declaration of 1783; 

(c) And, also, because this distinction is maintained in the treaty . 
with France of 1904, concluded at a date when the American claim 
was approaching its present stage, and by which certain common 
rights of regulation are recognized to France. 


For the further purpose of such proof it is contended by the 
United States: 

(2) That the liberties of fishery, being accorded to the inhabi- 
tants of the United States “for ever,” acquire, by being in 
perpetuity and unilateral, a character exempting them from 
local legislation. 


The tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because there is no necessary connection between the dura- 
tion of a grant and its essential status in its relation to local regu- 
lation; a right granted in perpetuity may yet be subject to regula- 
tion, or, granted temporarily, may yet be exempted therefrom; or 
being reciprocal may yet be unregulated, or being unilateral may yet 
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be regulated : as is evidenced by the claim of the United States that 
the liberties of fishery accorded by the reciprocity treaty of 1854 
and the treaty of 1871 were exempt from regulation, though they 
were neither permanent nor unilateral ; 

(b) Because no peculiar character need be claimed for these lib- 
erties in order to secure their enjoyment in perpetuity, as is evi- 
denced by the American negotiators in 1818 asking for the insertion 
of the words “for ever.’”’ International law in its modern develop- 
ment recognizes that a great number of treaty obligations are not 
annulled by war, but at most suspended by it; 

(c) Because the liberty to dry and cure is, pursuant to the terms 
of the treaty, provisional and not permanent, and is nevertheless, in 
respect of the liability to regulation, identical in its nature with, and 
never distinguished from, the liberty to fish. 


For the further purpose of such proof, the United States allege: 
(3) That the liberties of fishery granted to the United States 
constitute an international servitude in their favor over the 
territory of Great Britain, thereby involving a derogation 
from the sovereignty of Great Britain, the servient State, 
and that therefore Great Britain is deprived, by reason of 
the grant, of its independent right to regulate the fishery. 


The tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because there is no evidence that the doctrine of inter- 
national servitude was one with which either American or British 
statesmen were conversant in 1818, no English publicists employing 
the term before 1818, and the mention of it in Mr. Gallatin’s report 
being insufficient ; 

(b) Because a servitude in the French law, referred to by Mr. 
Gallatin, can, since the code, be only real and can not be personal 
(Code Civil, Art. 686) ; 

(c) Because a servitude in international law predicates an ex- 
press grant of a sovereign right and involves an analogy to the 
relation of a praedium dominans and a praedium serviens ; whereas 
by the treaty of 1818 one State grants a liberty to fish, which is not 
a sovereign right, but a purely economic right, to the inhabitants of 


another State; 
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(d) Because the doctrine of international servitude in the sense 
which is now sought to be attributed to it originated in the peculiar 
and now obsolete conditions prevailing in the Holy Roman Empire 
of which the domini terrae were not fully sovereigns; they holding 
territory under the Roman Empire, subject at least theoretically, 
and in some respects also practically, to the courts of that Empire; 
their right being, moreover, rather of a civil than of a public 
nature, partaking more of the character of dominiuwm than of w- 
perium, and therefore certainly not a complete sovereignty. And 
because in contradistinction to this quasi-sovereignty with its inco- 
herent attributes acquired at various times, by various means, and 
not impaired in its character by being incomplete in any one respect 
or by being limited in favor of another territory and its possessor, 
the modern State, and particularly Great Britain, has never ad- 
mitted partition of sovereignty, owing to the constitution of a 
modern State requiring essential sovereignty and independence; 

(e) Because this doctrine being but little suited to the principle 
of sovereignty which prevails in States under a system of con- 
stitutional government such as great Britain and the United States, 
and to the present international relations of sovereign States, has 
found little, if any, support from modern publicists. It could there- 
fore in the general interest of the community of nations, and of 
the parties to this treaty, be affirmed by this tribunal only on the 
express evidence of an international contract; 

(f) Because even if these liberties of fishery constituted an in- 
ternational servitude, the servitude would derogate from the sov- 
ereignty of the servient State only in so far as the exercise of the 
rights of sovereignty by the servient State would be contrary to the 
exercise of the servitude right by the dominant State. Whereas it 
is evident that, though every regulation of the fishery is to some 
extent a limitation, as it puts limits to the exercise of the fishery 
at will, yet such regulations as are reasonable and made for the 
purpose of securing and preserving the fishery and its exercise for 
the common benefit, are clearly to be distinguished from those re- 
strictions and “molestations,” the annulment of which was the 
purpose of the American demands formulated by Mr. Adams in 
1782, and such regulations consequently can not be held to be in- 
consistent with a servitude; 


THE NORTH ATLANTIC COAST FISHERIES CASE 161 


(g) Because the fishery to which the inhabitants of the United 
States were admitted in 1783, and again in 1818, was a regulated 
fishery, as is evidenced by the following regulations: 

Act 15 Charles II, Cap. 16, s. 7 (1663) forbidding “to lay any 
seine or other net in or near any harbor in Newfoundland, whereby 
to take the spawn or young fry of the Poor-John, or for any other 
use or uses, except for the taking of bait only,” which had not been 
superseded either by the order in council of March 10th, 1670, or 
by the statute 10 and 11 Wm. III, Cap. 25, 1699. The order in 
council provides expressly for the obligation “to submit unto and 
to observe all rules and orders as are now, or hereafter shall be 
established,”’ an obligation which can not be read as referring only 
to the rules established by this very act, and having no reference 
to anteceding rules “as are now established.” In a similar way, 
the statute of 1699 preserves in force prior legislation, conferring 
the freedom of fishery only “as fully and freely as at any time here- 
tofore.”’ The order in council, 1670, provides that the admirals, 
who always were fishermen, arriving from an English or Welsh 
port, “see that His Majesty’s rules and ordevs concerning the regu- 
lation of the fisheries are duly put in execution” (sec. 13). Like- 
wise the Act 10 and 11 Wm. III, Cap. 25 (1699) provides that 
the admirals do settle differences between the fishermen arising in 
respect of the places to be assigned to the different vessels. As to 
Nova Scotia, the proclamation of 1665 ordains that no one shall 
fish without license; that the licensed fishermen are obliged “to ob- 
serve all laws and orders which now are made and published, or 
shall hereafter be made and published in this jurisdiction,” and 
that they shall not fish on the Lord’s day and shall not take fish at 
the time they come to spawn. The judgment of the Chief Justice 
of Newfoundland, October 26th, 1820, is not held by the tribunal 
sufficient to set aside the proclamations referred to. After 1783, 
the statute 26 Geo. III, Cap. 26, 1786, forbids “the use, on the 
shores of Newfoundland, of seines or nets for catching cod by haul- 
ing on shore or taking into boat, with meshes less than 4 inches” ; 
a prohibition which can not be considered as limited to the bank 
fishery. The act for regulating the fisheries of New Brunswick, 
1793, which forbids “the placing of nets or seines across any cove 
or creek in the province so as to obstruct the natural course of 
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fish” and which makes specific provision for fishing in the harbor 
of St. John, as to the manner and time of fishing, can not be read 
as being limited to fishing from the shore. The act for regulating 
the fishing on the coast of Northumberland (1799) contains very 
elaborate dispositions concerning the fisheries in the bay of Mira- 
michi which were continued in 1823, 1829, and 1834. The statutes 
of Lower Canada, 1788 and 1807, forbid the throwing overboard 
of offal. The fact that these acts extend the prohibition over a 
greater distance than the first marine league from the shore may 
make them non-operative against foreigners without the territorial 
limits of, Great Britain, but is certainly no reason to deny their 
obligatory character for foreigners within these limits; 

(4) Because the fact that Great Britain rarely exercised the 
right of regulation in the period immediately succeeding 1818 is to 
be explained by various circumstances and is not evidence of the 
non-existence of the right; 

(1) Because the words “in common with British subjects’ tend 
to confirm the opinion that the inhabitants of the United States 
were admitted to a regulated fishery ; 

(j) Because the statute of Great Britain, 1819, which gives legis- 
lative sanction to the treaty of 1818, provides for the making of 
“regulations with relation to the taking, drying and curing fish by 
inhabitants of the United States in ‘common.’ ” 


For the purpose of such proof, it is further contended by the 
United States, in this latter connection: 


(4) That the words “in common with British subjects’ used in 
the treaty should not be held as importing a common sub- 
jection to regulation, but as intending to negative a possible 
pretension on the part of the inhabitants of the United States 
to liberties of fishery exclusive of the right of British sub- 
jects to fish. 


The tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because such an interpretation is inconsistent with the his- 
torical basis of the American fishing liberty. The ground on which 
Mr. Adams founded the American right in 1782 was that the people 
then constituting the United States had always, when still under 
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British rule, a part in these fisheries and that they must continue 
to enjoy their past right in the future. He proposed “that the sub- 
jects of His Britannic Majesty and the people of the United States 
shall continue to enjoy unmolested the right to take fish . . . 
where the inhabitants of both countries used, at any time hereto- 
fore, to fish.” The theory of the partition of the fisheries, which 
by the American negotiators had been advanced with so much 
force, negatives the assumption that the United States could ever 
pretend to an exclusive right to fish on the British shores; and to 
insert a special disposition to that end would have been wholly 
superfluous ; 

(6) Because the words “in common” occur in the same con- 
nection in the treaty of 1818 as in the treaties of 1854 and 1871. 
It will certainly not be suggested that in these treaties of 1854 
and 1871 the American negotiators meant by inserting the words 
“in common” to imply that without these words American citi- 
zens would be precluded from the right to fish on their own coasts 
and that, on American shores, British subjects should have an ex- 
clusive privilege. It would have been the very opposite of the con- 
cept of territorial waters to suppose that, without a special treaty 
provision, British subjects could be excluded from fishing in Brit- 
ish waters. Therefore that can not have been the scope and the 
sense of the words “in common” ; 

(c) Because the words “in common” exclude the supposition 
that American inhabitants were at liberty to act at will for the pur- 
pose of taking fish, without any regard to the coexisting rights of 
other persons entitled to do the same thing; and because these 
words admit them only as members of a social community, subject 
to the ordinary duties binding upon the citizens of that community, 
as to the regulations made for the common benefit; thus avoiding 
the bellum omnium contra omnes which would otherwise arise in 
the exercise of this industry ; 

(d) Because these words are such as would naturally suggest 
themselves to the negotiators of 1818 if their intention had been 
to express a common subjection to regulations as well as a com- 
mon right. 


In the course of the Argument it has also been alleged by the 
United States : 
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(5) That the treaty of 1818 should be held to have entailed a 
transfer or partition of sovereignty, in that it must in re- 
spect to the liberties of fishery be interpreted in its rela- 
tion to the treaty of 1783; and that this latter treaty was 
an act of partition of sovereignty and of separation, and as 
such was not annulled by the war of 1812. 


Although the tribunal is not called upon to decide the issue 
whether the treaty of 1783 was a treaty of partition or not, the 
questions involved therein having been set at rest by the subse- 
quent treaty of 1818, nevertheless the tribunal could not forbear 
to consider the contention on account of the important bearing the 
controversy has upon the true interpretation of the treaty of 1818. 
In that respect the tribunal is of opinion: 

(a) That the right to take fish was accorded as a condition of 
peace to a foreign people; wherefore the British negotiators re- 
fused to place the right of British subjects on the same footing 
with those of American inhabitants; and further, refused to insert 
the words also proposed by Mr. Adams (“continue to enjoy”) in 
the second branch of Art. 3 of the treaty of 1783; 

(b) That the treaty of 1818 was in different terms, and very 
different in extent, from that of 1783, and was made for different 
considerations. It was, in other words, a new grant. 


For the purpose of such proof it is further contended by the 
United States: 

(6) That as contemporary commercial treaties contain express 
provisions for submitting foreigners to local legislation, and 
the treaty of 1818 contains no such provision, it should be 
held, a contrario, that inhabitants of the United States ex- 
ercising these liberties are exempt from regulation. 


The tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because the commercial treaties contemplated did not ad- 
mit foreigners to all and equal rights, seeing that local legislation 
excluded them from many rights of importance, e. g., that of hold- 
ing land; and the purport of the provisions in question conse- 
quently was to preserve these discriminations. But no such dis- 


THE NORTH ATLANTIC COAST FISHERIES CASE 165 


criminations existing in the common enjoyment of the fishery by 
American and British fishermen, no such provision was required; 

(b) Because no proof is furnished of similar exemptions of for- 
eigners from local legislation in default of treaty stipulations sub- 
jecting them thereto; 

(c) Because no such express provision for subjection of the 
nationals of either party to local law was made either in this treaty, 
in respect to their reciprocal admission to certain territories as 
agreed in Art. 3, or in Art. 3 of the treaty of 1794; although such 
subjection was clearly contemplated by the parties. 


For the purpose of such proof it is further contended by the 
United States: 

(7) That, as the liberty to dry and cure on the treaty coasts and 
to enter bays and harbors on the non-treaty coasts are both 
subjected to conditions, and the latter to specific restrictions, 
it should therefore be held that the liberty to fish should be 
subjected to no restrictions, as none are provided for in the 
treaty. 


The tribunal is unable to apply the principle of expressio unius 
exclusio altertus to this case: 

(a) Because the conditions and restrictions as to the liberty to dry 
and cure on the shore and to enter the harbors are limitations of 
the rights themselves, and not restrictions of their exercise. Thus 
the right to dry and cure is limited in duration, and the right to 
enter bays and harbors is limited to particular purposes; 

(b) Because these restrictions of the right to enter bays and 
harbors applying solely to American fishermen must have been 
expressed in the treaty, whereas regulations of the fishery, applying 
equally to American and British, are made by right of territorial 
sovereignty. 


For the purpose of such proof it has been contended by the 
United States: 

(8) That Lord Bathurst in 1815 mentioned the American right 
under the treaty of 1783 as a right to be exercised “at the 
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discretion of the United States’; and that this should be 
held as to be derogatory to the claim of exclusive regula- 
tion by Great Britain. 


But the tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because these words implied only the necessity of an ex- 
press stipulation for any liberty to use foreign territory at the 
pleasure of the grantee, without touching any question as to regu- 
lation ; 

(6) Because in this same letter Lord Bathurst characterized this 
right as a policy “temporary and experimental, depending on the 
use that might be made of it, on the condition of the islands and 
places where it was to be exercised, and the more general con- 
veniences or inconveniences from a military, naval, and commer- 
cial point of view”; so that it can not have been his intention to 
acknowledge the exclusion of British interference with this right; 

(c) Because Lord Bathurst in his note to Governor Sir C. Ham- 
ilton in 1819 orders the Governor to take care that the American 
fishery on the coast of Labrador be carried on in the same manner 
as previous to the late war; showing that he did not interpret the 
treaty just signed as a grant conveying absolute immunity from 
interference with the American fishery right. 


For the purpose of such proof it is further contended by the 
United States: 

(9) That on various other occasions following the conclusion 
of the treaty, as evidenced by official correspondence, Great 
Britain made use of expressions inconsistent with the claim 
to a right of regulation, 


The tribunal, unwilling to invest such expressions with an im- 
portance entitling them to affect the general question, considers that 
such conflicting or inconsistent expressions as have been exposed 
on either side are sufficiently explained by their relations to 
ephemeral phases of a controversy of almost secular duration, and 
should be held to be without direct effect on the principal and pres- 
ent issues. 

Now with regard to the second contention involved in Ques- 
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tion I, as to whether the right of regulation can be reasonably 
exercised by Great Britain without the consent of the United 
States: 

Considering that the recognition of a concurrent right of con- 
sent in the United States would affect the independence of Great 
Britain, which would become dependent on the Government of the 
United States for the exercise of its sovereign right of regulation, 
and considering that such a co-dominium would be contrary to the 
constitution of both sovereign States; the burden of proof is im- 
posed on the United States to show that the independence of Great 
Britain was thus impaired by international contract in 1818 and 
that a co-dominium was created. 


For the purpose of such proof it is. contended by the United 
States : ; 


(10) That a concurrent right to cooperate in the making and 
enforcement of regulations is the only possible and proper 
security to their inhabitants for the enjoyment of their lib- 
erties of fishery, and that such a right must be held to be 
implied in the grant of those liberties by the treaty under 
interpretation. 


The tribunal is unable to accede to this claim on the ground of 
a right so implied: 

(a) Because every State has to execute the obligations incurred 
by treaty bona fide, and is urged thereto by the ordinary sanctions 
of international law in regard to observance of treaty obligations. 
Such sanctions are, for instance, appeal to public opinion, publica- 
tion of correspondence, censure by parliamentary vote, demand for 
arbitration with the odium attendant on a refusal to arbitrate, rup- 
ture of relations, reprisal, etc. But no reason has been shown why 
this treaty, in this respect, should be considered as different from 
every other treaty under which the right of a State to regulate the 
action of foreigners admitted by it on its territory is recognized ; 

(b) Because the exercise of such a right of consent by the 
United States would predicate an abandonment of its independence 
in this respect by Great Britain, and the recognition by the latter 
of a concurrent right of regulation in the United States. But the 
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treaty conveys only a liberty to take fish in common, and neither 
directly nor indirectly conveys a joint right of regulation; 

(c) Because the treaty does not convey a common right of 
fishery, but a liberty to fish in common. This is evidenced by the 
attitude of the United States Government in 1823, with respect to 
the relations of Great Britain and France in regard to the fishery ; 

(d) Because if the consent of the United States were requisite 
for the fishery a general veto would be accorded them, the full ex- 
ercise of which would be socially subversive and would lead to the 
consequence of an unregulatable fishery ; 

(e) Because the United States can not by assent give legal force 
and validity to British legislation ; 

(f) Because the liberties to take fish in British territorial waters 
and to dry and cure fish on land in British territory are in principle 
on the same footing; but in practice a right of cooperation in the 
elaboration and enforcement of regulations in regard to the latter 
liberty (drying and curing fish on land) is unrealizable. 

In any event, Great Britain, as the local sovereign, has the duty 
of preserving and protecting the fisheries. In so far as it is neces- 
sary for that purpose, Great Britain is not only entitled, but 
obliged, to provide for the protection and preservation of fisheries ; 
always remembering that the exercise of this right of legislation is 
limited by the obligation to execute the treaty in good faith. This 
has been admitted by counsel and recognized by Great Britain in 
limiting the right of regulation to that of reasonable regulation. 
The inherent defect of this limitation of reasonableness, without 
any sanction except in diplomatic remonstrance, has been supplied 
by the submission to arbitral award as to existing regulations in 
accordance with Arts. 2 and 3 of the special agreement,.and as to 
further regulation by the obligation to submit their reasonableness 
to an arbitral test in accordance with Art. 4 of the agreement. 


It is finally contended by the United States: 

That the United States did not expressly agree that the 
liberty granted to them could be subjected to any restric- 
tion that the grantor might choose to impose on the ground 
that in her judgment such restriction was reasonable. And 
that while admitting that all laws of a general character, 
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controlling the conduct of men within the territory of Great 
Britain, are effective, binding, and beyond objection by the 
United States, and competent to be made upon the sole de- 
termination of Great Britain or her colony, without ac- 
countability to anyone whomsoever; yet there is somewhere 
a line, beyond which it is not competent for Great Britain 
to go, or beyond which she can not rightfully go, because to 
go beyond it would be an invasion of the right granted to 
the United States in 1818. That the legal effect of the 
grant of 1818 was not to leave the determination as to 
where that line is to be drawn to the uncontrolled judgment 
of the grantor, either upon the grantor’s consideration as to 
what would be a reasonable exercise of its sovereignty over 
the British Empire, or upon the grantor’s consideration of 
what would be a reasonable exercise thereof towards the 
grantee. 


But this contention is founded on assumptions, which this 
tribunal can not accept for the following reasons in addition to 
those already set forth: 

(a) Because the line by which the respective rights of both 
parties accruing out of the treaty are to be circumscribed, can refer 
only to the right granted by the treaty ; that is to say to the liberty 
of taking, drying, and curing fish by the American inhabitants in 
certain British waters in common with British subjects, and not 
to the exercise of rights of legislation by Great Britain not referred 
tc in the treaty ; 

(b) Because a line which would limit the exercise of sov- 
ereignty of a State within the limits of its own territory, can be 
drawn only on the ground of express stipulation, and not by im- 
plication from stipulations concerning a different subject-matter ; 

(c) Because the line in question is drawn according to the prin- 
ciple of international law that treaty obligations are to be executed 
in perfect good faith, therefore excluding the right to legislate 
at will concerning the subject-matter of the treaty, and limiting the 
exercise of sovereignty of the States bound by a treaty with respect 
to that subject-matter to such acts as are consistent with the treaty ; 

(d) Because on a true construction of the treaty the question 
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does not arise whether the United States agreed that Great Britain 
should retain her right to legislate with regard to the fisheries in 
her own territory; but whether the treaty contains an abdication by 
Great Britain of the right which Great Britain, as the sovereign 
power, undoubtedly possessed when the treaty was made, to regu- 
late those fisheries ; 

(e) Because the right to make reasonable regulations, not in- 
consistent with the obligations of the treaty, which is all that is 
claimed by Great Britain, for a fishery which both parties admit 
requires regulation for its preservation, is not a restriction of or an 
invasion of the liberty granted to the inhabitants of the United 
States. This grant does not contain words to justify the assump- 
tion that the sovereignty of Great Britain upon its own territory 
was in any way affected; nor can words be found in the treaty 
transferring any part of that sovereignty to the United States. 
Great Britain assumed only duties with regard to the exercise of 
its sovereignty. The sovereignty of Great Britain over the coastal 
waters and territory of Newfoundland remains after the treaty as 
unimpaired as it was before. But from the treaty results an ob- 
ligatory relation whereby the right of Great Britain to exercise its 
sovereignty by making regulations is limited to such regulations as 
are made in good faith, and are not in violation of the treaty ; 

(f) Finally, to hold that the United States, the grantee of the 
fishing right, has a voice in the preparation of fishery legislation 
involves the recognition of a right in that country to participate in 
the internal legislation of Great Britain and her colonies, and to 
that extent would reduce these countries to a state of dependence. 

While therefore unable to concede the claim of the United States 
as based on the treaty, this tribunal considers that such claim has 
been and is to some extent, conceded in the relations now existing 
between the two parties. Whatever may have been the situation 
under the treaty of 1818 standing alone, the exercise of the right of 
regulation inherent in Great Britain has been, and is, limited by 
the repeated recognition of the obligations already referred to, by 
the limitations and liabilities accepted in the special agreement, by 
the unequivocal position assumed by Great Britain in the presenta- 
tion of its case before this tribunal, and by the consequent view of 
this tribunal that it would be consistent with all the circumstances, 
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as revealed by this record, as to the duty of Great Britain, that she 
should submit the reasonableness of any future regulation to such 
an impartial arbitral test, affording full opportunity therefor, as is 
hereafter recommended under the authority of Article 4 of the 
special agreement, whenever the reasonableness of any regulation is 
objected to or challenged by the United States in the manner, and 
within the time hereinafter specified in the said recommendation. 

Now therefore this tribunal decides and awards as follows: 

The right of Great Britain to make regulations without the con- 
sent of the United States, as to the exercise of the liberty to take 
fish referred to in Article 1 of the treaty of October 20th, 1818, in 
the form of municipal laws, ordinances, or rules of Great Britain, 
Canada, or Newfoundland is inherent to the sovereignty of Great 
Britain. 

The exercise of that right by Great Britain is, however, limited 
by the said treaty in respect of the said liberties therein granted to 
the inhabitants of the United States in that such regulations must 
be made bona fide and must not be in violation of the said treaty. 

Regulations which are (1) appropriate or necessary for the pro- 
tection and preservation of such fisheries, or (2) desirable or neces- 
sary on grounds of public order and morals without unnecessarily 
interfering with the fishery itself, and in both cases equitable and 
fair as between local and American fishermen, and not so framed 
as to give unfairly an advantage to the former over the latter class, 
are not inconsistent with the obligation to execute the treaty in 
good faith, and are therefore reasonable and not in violation of the 
treaty. 

For the decision of the question whether a regulation is or is not 
reasonable, as being or not in accordance with the dispositions of 
the treaty and not in violation thereof, the treaty of 1818 contains 
no special provision. The settlement of differences in this respect 
that might arise thereafter was left to the ordinary means of diplo- 
matic intercourse. By reason, however, of the form in which Ques- 
tion I is put, and by further reason of the admission of Great 
Britain by her counsel before this tribunal that it is not now for 
either of the parties to the treaty to determine the reasonableness 
of any regulation made by Great Britain, Canada, or Newfound- 
land, the reasonableness of any such regulation, if contested, must 
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be decided not by either of the parties, but by an impartial authority 
in accordance with the principles hereinabove laid down, and in 
the manner proposed in the recommendations made by the tribunal 
in virtue of Article 4 of the agreement. 

The tribunal further decides that Article 4 of the agreement is, 
as stated by counsel of the respective parties at the argument, per- 
manent in its effect, and not terminable by the expiration of the 
general arbitration treaty of 1908, between Great Britain and the 
United States. 

In execution, therefore, of the responsibilities imposed upon this 
tribunal in regard to Articles 2, 3, and 4 of the special agreement, 
we hereby pronounce in their regard as follows: 


As To ARTICLE 2 


Pursuant to the provisions of this article, hereinbefore cited, 
either party has called the attention of this tribunal to acts of the 
other claimed to be inconsistent with the true interpretation of the 
treaty of 1818. 

But in response to a request from the tribunal, recorded in 
Protocol No. XX VI of 19th July, for an exposition of the grounds 
of such objections, the parties replied as reported in Protocol No. 
XXX of 28th July to the following effect: 

His Majesty’s Government considered that it would be unneces- 
sary to call upon the tribunal for an opinion under the second clause 
of Article 2, in regard to the executive act of the United States of 
America in sending war-ships to the territorial waters in question, in 
view of the recognized motives of the United States of America in 
taking this action and of the relations maintained by their represen- 
tatives with the local authorities. And this being the sole act to 
which the attention of this tribunal has been called: by His Maj- 
esty’s Government, no further action in their behalf is required 
from this tribunal under Article 2, 

The United States of America presented a statement in which 
their claim that specific provisions of certain legislative and execu- 
tive acts of the Governments of Canada and Newfoundland were 
inconsistent with the true interpretation of the treaty of 1818 was 
based on the contention that these provisions were not “reasonable” 
within the meaning of Question 1. 
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After calling upon this tribunal to express an opinion on these 
acts, pursuant to the second clause of Article 2, the United States 
of America pointed out in that statement that under Article 3 any 
question regarding the reasonableness of any regulation might be 
referred by the tribunal to a commission of expert specialists, and 
expressed an intention of asking for such reference under certain 
circumstances. 

The tribunal having carefully considered the counter-statement 
presented on behalf of Great Britain at the session of August 2nd, 
is of opinion that the decision on the reasonableness of these regula- 
tions requires expert information about the fisheries themselves and 
an examination of the practical effect of a great number of these 
provisions in relation to the conditions surrounding the exercise 
of the liberty of fishery enjoyed by the inhabitants of the United 
States, as contemplated by Article 3. No further action on behalf 
of the United States is therefore required from this tribunal under 
Article 2. 

As To ARTICLE 3 


As provided in Article 3, hereinbefore cited and above referred 
to, “any question regarding the reasonableness of any regulation, 
or otherwise, which requires an examination of the practical effect 
of any provisions surrounding the exercise of the liberty of fishery 
enjoyed by the inhabitants of the United States, or which requires 
expert information about the fisheries themselves, may be referred 
by this tribunal to a commission of expert specialists; one to be 
designated by each of the parties hereto and the third, who shall 
not be a national of either party, to be designated by the tribunal.” 

The tribunal now therefore calls upon the parties to designate 
within one month their national commissioners for the expert ex- 
amination of the questions submitted. 

As the third non-national commissioner this tribunal designates 
Doctor P. P. C. Hoek, scientific adviser for the fisheries of the 
Netherlands, and if any necessity arises therefor a substitute may 
be appointed by the president of this tribunal. 

After a reasonable time, to be agreed on by the parties, for the 
expert commission to arrive at a conclusion, by conference, or, if 
necessary, by local inspection, the tribunal shall, if convoked by the 
president at the request of either party, thereupon at the earliest 


174 THE HAGUE COURT REPORTS 


convenient date, reconvene to consider the report of the commission, 
and if it be on the whole unanimous shall incorporate it in the 
award. If not on the whole unanimous, i. e., on all points which in 
the opinion of the tribunal are of essential importance, the tribunal 
shall make its award as to the regulations concerned after consid- 
eration of the conclusions of the expert commissioners and after 
hearing argument by counsel. 

But while recognizing its responsibilities to meet the obligations 
imposed on it under Article 3 of the special agreement, the tribunal 
hereby recommends as an alternative to having recourse to a recon- 
vention of this tribunal, that the parties should accept the unani- 
mous opinion of the commission or the opinion of the non-national 
commissioner on any points in dispute as an arbitral award rendered 
under the provisions of Chapter IV of the Hague Convention of 
1907. 

As To ARTICLE 4 


Pursuant to the provisions of this article, hereinbefore cited, this 
tribunal recommends for the consideration of the parties the follow- 
ing rules and method of procedure under which all questions which 
may arise in future regarding the exercise of the liberties above re- 
ferred to may be determined in accordance with the principles laid 
down in this award. 

1 


All future municipal laws, ordinances, or rules for the regulation 
of the fishery by Great Britain in respect of (1) the hours, days or 
seasons when fish may be taken on the treaty coasts; (2) the 
method, means and implements used in the taking of fish or in 
carrying on fishing operations; (3) any other regulation of a simi- 
lar character shall be published in the London Gazette two months 
before going into operation. 

Similar regulations by Canada or Newfoundland shall be simi- 
larly published in the Canada Gazette and the Newfoundland 
Gazette respectively. 

2 


If the Government of the United States considers any such laws 
or regulations inconsistent with the treaty of 1818, it is entitled to 
so notify the Government of Great Britain within the two months 
referred to in Rule No. 1. 
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3 


Any law or regulation so notified shall not come into effect with 
respect to inhabitants of the United States until the permanent 
mixed fishery commission has decided that the regulation is rea- 
sonable within the meaning of this award. 


4 


Permanent mixed fishery commissions for Canada and New- 
foundland respectively shall be established for the decision of such 
questions as to the reasonableness of future regulations, as contem- 
plated by Article 4 of the special agreement; these commissions 
shall consist of an expert national appointed by either party for 
five years. The third member shall not be a national of either 
party; he shall be nominated for five years by agreement of the 
parties, or failing such agreement within two months, he shall be 
nominated by Her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands. The 
two national members shall be convoked by the Government of 
Great Britain within one month from the date of notification by 
the Government of the United States. 


5 


The two national members having failed to agree within one 
month, within another month the full commission, under the presi- 
dency of the umpire, is to be convoked by Great Britain. It must 
deliver its decision, if the two Governments do not agree otherwise, 
at the latest in three months. The umpire shall conduct the pro- 
cedure in accordance with that provided in Chapter IV of the Con- 
vention for the pacific settlement of international disputes, except 
in so far as herein otherwise provided. 


6 


The form of convocation of the commission including the terms 
of reference of the question at issue shall be as follows: “The pro- 
vision hereinafter fully set forth of an act dated ———______, 
published in the —--_-—————, has been notified to the Govern- 
ment of Great Britain by the Government of the United States, 
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under date of —-—_———_, as provided by the award of the 
Hague tribunal of September 7th, 1910. 

Pursuant to the provisions of that award the Government of 
Great Britain hereby convokes the permanent mixed fishery 


mission for (Canada) composed of 
con oS (Newfoundland) ) P 


commissioner for the United States of America, and of 


y 


mmissioner for (Canada) hich shall 
» CO (Newfoundland) 2 bi 
meet at —————————-— and render a decision within one month 


as to whether the provision so notified is reasonable and consistent 
with the treaty of 1818, as interpreted by the award of the Hague 
tribunal of September 7th, 1910, and if not, in what respect it is 
unreasonable and inconsistent therewith. 

Failing an agreement on this question within one month the 
commission shall so notify the Government of Great Britain in 
order that the further action required by that award may be taken 
for the decision of the above question. 

The provision is as follows: ———————————______” 


7 


The unanimous decision of the two national commissioners, or 
the majority decision of the umpire and one commissioner, shall be 
final and binding. 


QUESTION 2 


Have the inhabitants of the United States, while exercising the 
liberties referred to in said article, a right to employ as members 
cf the fishing crews of their vessels persons not inhabitants of the 
United States? 


In regard to this question the United States claim in substance: 

1. That the liberty assured to their inhabitants by the treaty 
plainly includes the right to use all the means customary or 
appropriate for fishing upon the sea, not only ships and nets 
and boats, but crews to handle the ships and the nets and the 
boats; 

2. That no right to control or limit the means which these in- 
habitants shall use in fishing can be admitted unless it is pro- 
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vided in the terms of the treaty and no right to question the 
nationality or inhabitancy of the crews employed is contained 
in the terms of the treaty. 


And Great Britain claims: 

1. That the treaty confers the liberty to inhabitants of the 
United States exclusively ; 

2. That the Governments of Great Britain, Canada or New- 
foundland may, without infraction of the treaty, prohibit per- 
sons from engaging as fishermen in American vessels. 


Now considering (1) that the liberty to take fish is an economic 
right attributed by the treaty; (2) that it is attributed to inhabitants 
of the United States, without any mention of their nationality; (3) 
that the exercise of an economic right includes the right to employ 
servants; (4) that the right of employing servants has not been 
limited by the treaty to the employment of persons of a distinct 
nationality or inhabitancy; (5) that the liberty to take fish as an 
economic liberty refers not only to the individuals doing the manual 
act of fishing, but also to those for whose profit the fish are taken. 

But considering, that the treaty does not intend to grant to in- 
dividual persons or to a class of persons the liberty to take fish in 
certain waters “in common,” that is to say in company, with in- 
dividual British subjects, in the sense that no law could forbid 
British subjects to take service on American fishing ships; (2) 
that the treaty intends to secure to the United States a share of the 
fisheries designated therein, not only in the interest of a certain 
class of individuals, but also in the interest of both the United 
States and Great Britain, as appears from the evidence and notably 
from the correspondence between Mr. Adams and Lord Bathurst 
in 1815; (3) that the inhabitants of the United States do not derive 
the liberty to take fish directly from the treaty, but from the United 
States Government as party to the treaty with Great Britain and 
moreover exercising the right to regulate the conditions under which 
its inhabitants may enjoy the granted liberty; (4) that it is in the 
interest of the inhabitants of the United States that the fishing 
liberty granted to them be restricted to exercise by them and re- 
moved from the enjoyment of other aliens not entitled by this 
treaty to participate in the fisheries; (5) that such restrictions have 
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been throughout enacted in the British Statute of June 15,1819, 
and that of June 3, 1824, to this effect, that no alien or stranger 
whatsoever shall fish in the waters designated therein, except in so 
far as by treaty thereto entitled, and that this exception will, in 
virtue of the treaty of 1818, as hereinabove interpreted by this 
award, exempt from these statutes American fishermen fishing by 
the agency of non-inhabitant aliens employed in their service; (6) 
that the treaty does not affect the sovereign right of Great Britain 
as to aliens, non-inhabitants of the United States, nor the right of 
Great Britain to regulate the engagement of British subjects, while 
these aliens or British subjects are on British territory. 

Now, therefore, in view of the preceding considerations this tri- 
bunal is of opinion that the inhabitants of the United States while 
exercising the liberties referred to in the said article have a right 
to employ, as members of the fishing crews of their vessels, persons 
not inhabitants of the United States. 

But in view of the preceding considerations the tribunal, to pre- 
vent any misunderstanding as to the effect of its award, expresses 
the opinion that non-inhabitants employed as members of the fish- 
ing crews of United States vessels derive no benefit or immunity 
from the treaty and it is so decided and awarded. 


QUESTION 3 


Can the exercise by the inhabitants of the United States of the 
liberties referred to in the said article be subjected, without the 
consent of the United States, to the requirements of entry or report 
at custom-houses or the payment of light or harbor or other dues, 
or to any other similar requirement or condition or exaction? 

The tribunal is of opinion as follows: 

It is obvious that the liberties referred to in this, question are 
those that relate to taking fish and to drying and curing fish on 
certain coasts as prescribed in the treaty of October 20, 1818. The 
exercise of these liberties by the inhabitants of the United States 
in the prescribed waters to which they relate, has no reference to 
any commercial privileges which may or may not attach to such 
vessels by reason of any supposed authority outside the treaty, 
which itself confers no commercial privileges whatever upon the 
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inhabitants of the United States or the vessels in which they may 
exercise the fishing liberty. It follows, therefore, that when the 
inhabitants of the United States are not seeking to exercise the 
commercial privileges accorded to trading vessels for the vessels in 
which they are exercising the granted liberty of fishing, they ought 
not to be subjected to requirements as to report and entry at cus- 
tom-houses that are only appropriate to the exercise of commercial 
privileges. The exercise of the fishing liberty is distinct from the 
exercise of commercial or trading privileges and it is not competent 
for Great Britain or her colonies to impose upon the former exac- 
tions only appropriate to the latter. The reasons for the require- 
ments enumerated in the case of commercial vessels, have no rela- 
tion to the case of fishing vessels. 

We think, however, that the requirement that American fishing 
vessels should report, if proper conveniences and an opportunity 
for doing so are provided, is not unreasonable or inappropriate. 
Such a report, while serving the purpose of a notification of the 
presence of a fishing vessel in the treaty waters for the purpose 
of exercising the treaty liberty, while it gives an opportunity for a 
proper surveillance of such vessel by revenue officers, may also 
serve to afford to such fishing vessel protection from interference 
in the exercise of the fishing liberty. There should be no such re- 
quirement, however, unless reasonably convenient opportunity 
therefor be afforded in person or by telegraph, at a custom-house 
or to a customs official. 

The tribunal is also of opinion that light and harbor dues, if not 
imposed on Newfoundland fishermen, should not be imposed on 
American fishermen while exercising the liberty granted by the 
treaty. To impose such dues on American fishermen only would 
constitute an unfair discrimination between them and Newfound- 
land fishermen and one inconsistent with the liberty granted to 
American fishermen to take fish, etc., “in common with the subjects 
of His Britannic Majesty.” 

Further, the tribunal considers that the fulfilment of the require- 
ment as to report by fishing vessels on arrival at the fishery would 
be greatly facilitated in the interests of both parties by the adoption 
of a system of registration, and distinctive marking of the fishing 
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boats of both parties, analogous to that established by Articles 5 to 
13, inclusive, of the international convention signed at The Hague, 
8 May, 1882, for the regulation of the North Sea fisheries. 

The tribunal therefore decides and awards as follows: 

The requirement that an American fishing vessel should report, 
if proper conveniences for doing so are at hand, is not unreason- 
able, for the reasons stated in the foregoing opinion. There should 
be no such requirement, however, unless there be reasonably con- 
venient opportunity afforded to report in person or by telegraph, 
either at a custom-house or to a customs official. 

But the exercise of the fishing liberty by the inhabitants of the 
United States should not be subjected to the purely commercial 
formalities of report, entry and clearance at a custom-house, nor 
to light, harbor or other dues not imposed upon Newfoundland 
fishermen. 

QUESTION 4 

Under the provision of the said article that the American fisher- 
men shall be admitted to enter certain bays or harbors for shelter, 
repairs, wood, or water, and for no other purpose whatever, but 
that they shall be under such restrictions as may be necessary to 
prevent their taking, drying, or curing fish therein or in any other 
manner whatever abusing the privileges thereby reserved to them, 
is it permissible to impose restrictions making the exercise of such 
privileges conditional upon the payment of light or harbor or other 
dues, or entering or reporting at custom-houses or any similar 
conditions ? 

The tribunal is of opinion that the provision in the first article 
of the treaty of October 20th, 1818, admitting American fishermen 
to enter certain bays or harbors for shelter, repairs, wood and 
water, and for no other purpose whatever, is an exercise in large 
measure of those duties of hospitality and humanity which all civ- 
ilized nations impose upon themselves and expect the performance 
of from others. The enumerated purposes for which entry is per- 
mitted all relate to the exigencies in which those who pursue their 
perilous calling on the sea may be involved. The proviso which 
appears in the first article of the said treaty immediately after the 
so-called renunciation clause, was doubtless due to a recognition by 
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Great Britain of what was expected from the humanity and civiliza- 
tion of the then leading commercial nation of the world. To im- 
pose restrictions making the exercise of such privileges conditional 
upon the payment of light, harbor or other dues, or entering and 
reporting at custom-houses, or any similar conditions would be in- 
consistent with the grounds upon which such privileges rest and 
therefore is not permissible. 

And it is decided and awarded that such restrictions are not 
permissible. 

It seems reasonable, however, in order that these privileges ac- 
corded by Great Britain on these grounds of hospitality and human- 
ity should not be abused, that the American fishermen entering 
such bays for any of the four purposes aforesaid and remaining 
more than 48 hours therein, should be required, if thought neces- 
sary by Great Britain or the Colonial Government, to report, either 
in person or by telegraph, at a custom-house or to a customs official, 
if reasonably convenient opportunity therefor is afforded. 

And it is so decided and awarded. 


QUESTION 5 


From where must be measured the “three marine miles of any of 
the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors” referred to in the said article? 


In regard to this question, Great Britain claims that the renun- 
ciation applies to all bays generally and 


The United States contend that it applies to bays of a certain 
class or condition. 


Now, considering that the treaty used the general term “bays” 
without qualification, the tribunal is of opinion that these words of 
the treaty must be interpreted in a general sense as applying to 
every bay on the coast in question that might be reasonably sup- 
posed to have been considered as a bay by the negotiators of the 
treaty under the general conditions then prevailing, unless the 
United States can adduce satisfactory proof that any restrictions or 
qualifications of the general use of the term were or should have 
been present to their minds. 
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And for the purpose of such proof the United States contend: 


lst. That while a State may renounce the treaty right to fish in 
foreign territorial waters, it can not renounce the natural 
right to fish on the high seas. 


But the tribunal is unable to agree with this contention. Be- 
cause though a State can not grant rights on the high seas it cer- 
tainly can abandon the exercise of its right to fish on the high seas 
within certain definite limits. Such an abandonment was made with 
respect to their fishing rights in the waters in question by France 
and Spain in 1763. By a convention between the United Kingdom 
and the United States in 1846, the two countries assumed owner- 
ship over waters in Fuca Straits at distances from “Ye shore as 
great as 17 miles. 


The United States contend moreover: 

2d. That by the use of the term “liberty to fish” the United 
States manifested the intention to renounce the liberty in 
the waters referred to only in so far as that liberty was de- 
pendent upon or derived from a concession on the part of 
Great Britain, and not to renounce the right to fish in those 
waters where it was enjoyed by virtue of their natural right 
as an independent State. 


But the tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because the term “liberty to fish’? was used in the renun- 
ciatory clause of the treaty of 1818 because the same term had been 
previously used in the treaty of 1783 which gave the liberty; and 
it was proper to use in the renunciation clause the same term that 
was used in the grant with respect to the object of the ‘grant; and, 
in view of the terms of the grant, it would have been.improper to 
use the term “right” in the renunciation. Therefore the conclu- 
sion drawn from the use of the term “liberty” instead of the term 
“right” is not justified ; 

(b) Because the term “liberty” was a term properly applicable 
te the renunciation which referred not only to fishing in the terri- 
torial waters but also to drying and curing on the shore. This 
latter right was undoubtedly held under the provisions of the treaty 
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and was not a right accruing to the United States by virtue of any 
principle of international law. 


3d. The United States also contend that the term “bays of His 
Britannic Majesty’s Dominions” in the renunciatory clause 
must be read as including only those bays which were under 
the territorial sovereignty of Great Britain. 


But the tribunal is unable to accept this contention: 

(a) Because the description of the coast on which the fishery 
is to be exercised by the inhabitants of the United States is ex- 
pressed throughout the treaty of 1818 in geographical terms and 
not by reference to political control; the treaty describes the coast 
as contained between capes; 

(6b) Because to express the political concept of dominion as 
equivalent to sovereignty, the word “dominion” in the singular 
would have been an adequate term and not “dominions” in the 
plural; this latter term having a recognized and well-settled mean- 
ing as descriptive of those portions of the earth which owe political 
allegiance to His Majesty; e. g., “His Britannic Majesty’s do- 
minions beyond the seas.” 


4th. It has been further contended by the United States that the 
renunciation applies only to bays six miles or less in width 
inter fauces terrae, those bays only being territorial bays, 
because the three-mile rule is, as shown by this treaty, a 
principle of international law applicable to coasts and should 
be strictly and systematically applied to bays. 


But the tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because admittedly the geographical character of a bay 
contains conditions which concern the interests of the territorial 
sovereign to a more intimate and important extent than do those 
connected with the open coast. Thus conditions of national and 
territorial integrity, of defense, of commerce and of industry are 
all vitally concerned with the control of the bays penetrating the 
national coast line. This interest varies, speaking generally in pro- 
portion to the penetration inland of the bay; but as no principle 
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of international law recognizes any specified relation between the 
concavity of the bay and the requirements for control by the terri- 
torial sovereignty, this tribunal is unable to qualify by the applica- 
tion of any new principle its interpretation of the treaty of 1818 
as excluding bays in general from the strict and systematic appli- 
cation of the three-mile rule; nor can this tribunal take cognizance 
in this connection of other principles concerning the territorial 
sovereignty over bays such as ten-mile or twelve-mile limits of 
exclusion based on international acts subsequent to the treaty of 
1818 and relating to coasts of a different configuration and condi- 
tions of a different character ; 

(b) Because the opinion of jurists and publicists quoted in the 
proceedings conduce to the opinion that speaking generally the 
three-mile rule should not be strictly and systematically applied 
to bays; 

(c) Because the treaties referring to these coasts, antedating 
the treaty of 1818, made special provisions as to bays, such as the 
treaties of 1686 and 1713 between Great Britain and France, and 
especially the treaty of 1778 between the United States and France. 
Likewise Jay’s treaty of 1794 Art. 25, distinguished bays from 
the space “within cannon-shot of the coast” in regard to the right 
of seizure in times of war. If the proposed treaty of 1806 and the 
treaty of 1818 contained no disposition to that effect, the explana- 
tion may be found in the fact that the first extended the marginal 
belt to five miles, and also in the circumstance that the American 
proposition of 1818 in that respect was not limited to “bays,” but 
extended to “chambers formed by headlands” and to “five marine 
miles from a right line from one headland to another,” a proposition 
which in the times of the Napoleonic wars would have affected to a 
very large extent the operations of the British navy; 

(d) Because it has not been shown by the documents and corre- 
spondence in evidence here that the application of the three-mile 
rule to bays was present to the minds of the negotiators in 1818 
and they could not reasonably have been expected either to pre- 
sume it or to provide against its presumption; 

(e) Because it is difficult to explain the words in Art. 3 of the 
treaty under interpretation “country . . . together with its 
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bays, harbors and creeks’? otherwise than that all bays without 
distinction as to their width were, in the opinion of the negotia- 
tors, part of the territory; 

(f) Because from the information before this tribunal it is evi- 
dent that the three-mile rule is not applied to bays strictly or sys- 
tematically either by the United States or by any other Power; 

(g) It has been recognized by the United States that bays stand 
apart, and that in respect of them territorial jurisdiction may be 
exercised farther than the marginal belt in the case of Delaware 
Bay by the report of the United States Attorney General of May 
19th, 1793; and the letter of Mr. Jefferson to Mr. Genet of Novem- 
ber 8th, 1793, declares the bays of the United States generally to be, 
“as being landlocked, within the body of the United States.” 


5th. In this latter regard it is further contended by the United 
States, that such exceptions only should be made from the 
application of the three-mile rule to bays as are sanctioned 
by conventions and established usage; that all exceptions for 
which the United States of America were responsible are so 
sanctioned; and that His Majesty’s Government are unable 
to provide evidence to show that the bays concerned by the 
treaty of 1818 could be claimed as exceptions on these 
grounds either generally, or except possibly in one or two 
cases, specifically. 


But the tribunal while recognizing that conventions and estab- 
lished usage might be considered as the basis for claiming as terri- 
torial those bays which on this ground might be called historic bays, 
and that such claims should be held valid in the absence of any 
principle of international law on the subject; nevertheless is unable 
to apply this, a contrario, so as to subject the bays in question to the 
three-mile rule, as desired by the United States: 

(a) Because Great Britain has during this controversy asserted 
a claim to these bays generally, and has enforced such claim specif- 
ically in statutes or otherwise, in regard to the more important bays 
such as Chaleurs, Conception and Miramichi; 

(b) Because neither should such relaxations of this claim, as are 
in evidence, be construed as renunciations of it; nor should omis- 
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sions to enforce the claim in regard to bays as to which no con- 
troversy arose, be so construed. Such a construction by this tri- 
bunal would not only be intrinsically inequitable, but internationally 
injurious; in that it would discourage conciliatory diplomatic trans- 
actions and encourage the assertion of extreme claims in their 
fullest extent; 

(c) Because any such relaxations in the extreme claim of Great 
Britain in its international relations are compensated by recogni- 
tions of it in the same sphere by the United States; notably in rela- 
tions with France for instance in 1823 when they applied to Great 
Britain for the protection of their fishery in the bays on the western 
coast of Newfoundland, whence they had been driven by French 
war vessels on the ground of the pretended exclusive right of the 
French. Though they never asserted that their fishermen had been 
disturbed within the three-mile zone, only alleging that the disturb- 
ance had taken place in the bays, they claimed to be protected by 
Great Britain for having been molested in waters which were, as 
Mr. Rush stated, “clearly within the jurisdiction and sovereignty 
of Great Britain.” 


6th. It has been contended by the United States that the words 
“coasts, bays, creeks or harbors” are here used only to ex- 
press different parts of the coast and are intended to express 
and be equivalent to the word “coast,’’ whereby the three 
marine miles would be measured from the sinuosities of the 
coast and the renunciation would apply only to the waters 
of bays within three miles. 


But the tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because it is a principle of interpretation that words in a 
document ought not to be considered as being withotit'any mean- 
ing if there is not specific evidence to that purpose and the inter- 
pretation referred to would lead to the consequence, practically, of 
reading the words “bays, coasts and harbors” out of the treaty; 
so that it would read “within three miles of any of the coasts” 
including therein the coasts of the bays and harbors; 

(b) Because the word “therein” in the proviso—“restrictions 
necessary to prevent their taking, drying or curing fish therein” can 
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refer only to “bays,” and not to the belt of three miles along the 
coast; and can be explained only on the supposition that the words 
“bays, creeks and harbors” are to be understood in their usual ordi- 
nary sense and not in an artificially restricted sense of bays within 
the three-mile belt; 

(c) Because the practical distinction for the purpose of this 
fishery between coasts and bays and the exceptional conditions per- 
taining to the latter has been shown from the correspondence and 
the documents in evidence, especially the treaty of 1783, to have 
been in all probability present to the minds of the negotiators of 
the treaty of 1818; 

(d) Because the existence of this distinction is confirmed in the 
same article of the treaty by the proviso permitting the United 
States fishermen to enter bays for certain purposes; 

(e) Because the word “coasts” is used in the plural form 
whereas the contention would require its use in the singular; 

(f) Because the tribunal is unable to understand the term 
“bays” in the renunciatory clause in other than its geographical 
sense, by which a bay is to be considered as an indentation of the 
coast, bearing a configuration of a particular character easy to de- 
termine specifically, but difficult to describe generally. 

The negotiators of the treaty of 1818 did probably not trouble 
themselves with subtle theories concerning the notion of “bays”; 
they most probably thought that everybody would know what was 
a bay. In this popular sense the term must be interpreted in the 
treaty. The interpretation must take into account all the indi- 
vidual circumstances which for any one of the different bays are 
to be appreciated, the relation of its width to the length of penetra- 
tion inland, the possibility and the necessity of its being defended 
by the State in whose territory it is indented; the special value 
which it has for the industry of the inhabitants of its shores; the 
distance which it is secluded from the highways of nations on the 
open sea and other circumstances not possible to enumerate in 
general. 

For these reasons the tribunal decides and awards: 

In case of bays the three marine miles are to be measured from 
a straight line drawn across the body of water at the place where 
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it ceases to have the configuration and characteristics of a bay. 
At all other places the three marine miles are to be measured fol- 
lowing the sinuosities of the coast. 

But considering the tribunal can not overlook that this answer to 
Question 5, although correct in principle and the only one possible 
in view of the want of a sufficient basis for a more concrete answer, 
is not entirely satisfactory as to its practical applicability, and that 
it leaves room for doubts and differences in practice. Therefore 
the tribunal considers it its duty to render the decision more prac- 
ticable and to remove the danger of future differences by adjoining 
to it, a recommendation in virtue of the responsibilities imposed by 
Art. 4 of the special agreement. 

Considering, moreover, that in treaties with France, with the 
North German Confederation and the German Empire and like- 
wise in the North Sea convention, Great Britain has adopted for 
similar cases the rule that only bays of ten miles width should be 
considered as those wherein the fishing is reserved to nationals. And 
that in the course of the negotiations between Great Britain and 
the United States a similar rule has been on various occasions pro- 
posed and adopted by Great Britain in instructions to the naval 
officers stationed on these coasts. And that though these circum- 
stances are not sufficient to constitute this a principle of interna- 
tional law, it seems reasonable to propose this rule with certain ex- 
ceptions, all the more that this rule with such exceptions has already 
formed the basis of an agreement between the two Powers. 

Now therefore this tribunal in pursuance of the provisions of 
Art. 4 hereby recommends for the consideration and acceptance of 
the high contracting Parties the following rules and method of 
procedure for determining the limits of the bays hereinbefore 
enumerated. ap 


1 


In every bay not hereinafter specifically provided for the limits 
of exclusion shall be drawn three miles seaward from a straight line 
across the bay in the part nearest the entrance at the first point 
where the width does not exceed ten miles. 
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P: 


In the following bays where the configuration of the coast and the 
local climatic conditions are such that foreign fishermen when with- 
in the geographic headlands might reasonably and bona fide believe 
themselves on the high seas, the limits of exclusion shall be drawn 
in each case between the headlands hereinafter specified as being 
those at and within which such fishermen might be reasonably ex- 
pected to recognize the bay under average conditions. 

For the Baie des Chaleurs the line from the light at Birch Point 
on Miscou Island to Macquereau Point light; for the Bay of Mira- 
michi, the line from the light at Point Escuminac to the light on 
the eastern point of Tabisintac Gully; for Egmont Bay, in Prince 
Edward Island, the line from the light at Cape Egmont to the light 
at West Point; and off St. Ann’s Bay, in the province of Nova 
Scotia, the line from the light at Point Anconi to the nearest point 
on the opposite shore of the mainland. 

For Fortune Bay, in Newfoundland, the line from Connaigre 
Tiead to the light on the southeasterly end of Brunet Island, thence 
to Fortune Head. 

For or near the following bays the limits of exclusion shall be 
three marine miles seawards from the following lines, namely: 

For or near Barrington Bay, in Nova Scotia, the line from the 
light on Stoddart Island to the light on the south point of Cape 
Sable, thence to the light at Baccaro Point; at Chedabucto and St. 
Peter’s Bays, the line from Cranberry Island light to Green Island 
light, thence to Point Rouge; for Mira Bay, the line from the light 
on the east point of Scatari Island to the northeasterly point of Cape 
Morien; and at Placentia Bay, in Newfoundland, the line from 
Latine Point, on the eastern mainland shore, to the most southerly 
point of Red Island, thence by the most southerly point of Mera- 
sheen Island to the mainland. 

Long Island and Bryer Island, on St. Mary’s Bay, in Nova Scotia, 
shall, for the purpose of delimitation, be taken as the coasts of such 
bays. 

It is understood that nothing in these rules refers either to the 
Bay of Fundy considered as a whole apart from its bays and creeks 
or as to the innocent passage through the Gut of Canso, which were 
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excluded by the agreement made by exchange of notes between Mr. 
Bacon and Mr. Bryce dated February 21st, 1909, and March 4th, 
1909; or to Conception Bay, which was provided for by the decision 
of the Privy Council in the case of the Direct United States Cable 
Company v. The Anglo American Telegraph Company, in which 
decision the United States have acquiesced. 


QUESTION 6 


Have the inhabitants of the United States the liberty under the 
said article or otherwise, to take fish in the bays, harbors, and 
creeks on that part of the southern coast of Newfoundland which 
extends from Cape Ray to Rameau Islands, or on the western and 
northern coasts of Newfoundland from Cape Ray to Quirpon Is- 
lands, or on the Magdalen Islands? 


In regard to this question, it is contended by the United States 
that the inhabitants of the United States have the liberty 
under Art. 1 of the treaty of taking fish in the bays, harbors 
and creeks on that part of the southern coast of Newfound- 
land which extends from Cape Ray to Rameau Islands or 
on the western and northern coasts of Newfoundland from 
Cape Ray to Quirpon Islands and on the Magdalen Islands. 
It is contended by Great Britain that they have no such 
liberty. 


Now considering that the evidence seems to show that the inten- 
tion of the parties to the treaty of 1818, as indicated by the records 
of the negotiations and by the subsequent attitude of the Govern- 
ments was to admit the United States to such fishery, this tribunal 
is of opinion that it is incumbent on Great Britain to produce satis- 
factory proof that the United States are not so entitled under the 
treaty. 

For this purpose Great Britain points to the fact that whereas 
the treaty grants to American fishermen liberty to take fish “on the 
coasts, bays, harbors, and creeks from Mount Joly on the southern 
coast of Labrador” the liberty is granted to the “coast” only of 
Newfoundland and to the “shore” only of the Magdalen Islands; 


THE NORTH ATLANTIC COAST FISHERIES CASE 191 


and argues that evidence can be found in the correspondence sub- 
mitted indicating an intention to exclude Americans from New- 
toundland bays on the treaty coast, and that no value would have 
been attached at that time by the United States Government to the 
liberty of fishing in such bays because there was no cod fishery 
there as there was in the bays of Labrador. 

But the tribunal is unable to agree with this contention: 

(a) Because the words “part of the southern coast...from.... 
to” and the words “western and northern coast...from....to,” 
clearly indicate one uninterrupted coast-line; and there is no reason 
to read into the words “coasts” a contradistinction to bays, in order 
to exclude bays. On the contrary, as already held in the answer to 
Question 5, the words “liberty, forever, to dry and cure fish in any 
of the unsettled bays, harbors and creeks of the southern part of the 
coast of Newfoundland hereabove described,” indicate that in the 
meaning of the treaty, as in all the preceding treaties relating to 
the same territories, the words coast, coasts, harbors, bays, etc., are 
used, without attaching to the word “‘coast” the specific meaning of 
excluding bays. Thus in the provision of the treaty of 1783 giving 
liberty “to take fish on such part of the coast of Newfoundland as 
British fishermen shall use;” the word “coast” necessarily includes 
bays, because if the intention had been to prohibit the entering of 
the bays for fishing the following words “but not to dry or cure 
the same on that island,’ would have no meaning. The contention 
that in the treaty of 1783 the word “bays” is inserted lest otherwise 
Great Britain would have had the right to exclude the Americans 
to the three-mile line, is inadmissible, because in that treaty that line 
is not mentioned; 

(b) Because the correspondence between Mr. Adams and Lord 
Bathurst also shows that during the negotiations for the treaty the 
United States demanded the former rights enjoyed under the treaty 
of 1783, and that Lord Bathurst in the letter of 30th October, 1815, 
made no objection to granting those “former rights” “placed under 
some modifications,” which latter did not relate to the right of fish- 
ing in bays, but only to the “preoccupation of British harbors and 
creeks by the fishing vessels of the United States and the forcible 
exclusion of British subjects where the fishery might be most ad- 
vantageously conducted,” and “to the clandestine introduction of 
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prohibited goods into the British colonies.” It may be therefore 
assumed that the word “coast” is used in both treaties in the same 
sense, including bays; 

(c) Because the treaty expressly allows the liberty to dry and 
cure in the unsettled bays, etc., of the southern part of the coast of 
Newfoundland, and this shows that, a fortiori, the taking of fish in 
those bays is also allowed; because the fishing liberty was a lesser 
burden than the grant to cure and dry, and the restrictive clauses 
never refer to fishing in contradistinction to drying, but always to 
drying in contradistinction to fishing. Fishing is granted without 
drying, never drying without fishing ; 

(d) Because there is not sufficient evidence to show that the 
enumeration of the component parts of the coast of Labrador was 
made in order to discriminate between the coast of Labrador and 
the coast of Newfoundland; 

(e) Because the statement that there is no codfish in the bays of 
Newfoundland and that the Americans only took interest in the 
codfishery is not proved; and evidence to the contrary is to be found 
in Mr. John Adams’ Journal of Peace Negotiations of November 
25,5952; 

(f) Because the treaty grants the right to take fish of every kind, 
and not only codfish; 

(g) Because the evidence shows that, in 1823, the Americans 
were fishing in Newfoundland bays and that Great Britain when 
summoned to protect them against expulsion therefrom by the 
French did not deny their right to enter such bays. 

Therefore this tribunal is of opinion that American inhabitants 
are entitled to fish in the bays, creeks and harbors of the treaty 
coasts of Newfoundland and the Magdalen Islands and it is so 
decided and awarded. 


QUESTION 7 


Are the inhabitants of the United States whose vessels resort to 
the treaty coasts for the purpose of exercising the liberties referred 
to in Article 1 of the treaty of 1818 entitled to have for those 
vessels, when duly authorized by the United States in that behalf, 
the commercial privileges on the treaty coasts accorded by agree- 
ment or otherwise to United States trading vessels generally. 
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Now assuming that commercial privileges on the treaty coasts 
are accorded by agreement or otherwise to United States trading 
vessels generally, without any exception, the inhabitants of the 
United States, whose vessels resort to the same coasts for the pur- 
pose of exercising the liberties referred to in Article 1 of the treaty 
of 1818, are entitled to have for those vessels when duly author- 
ized by the United States in that behalf, the above-mentioned com- 
mercial privileges, the treaty containing nothing to the contrary. 
But they can not at the same time and during the same voyage ex- 
ercise their treaty rights and enjoy their commercial privileges, 
because treaty rights and commercial privileges are submitted to 
different rules, regulations and restraints. 

For these reasons this tribunal is of opinion that the inhabitants 
cf the United States are so entitled in so far as concerns this treaty, 
there being nothing in its provisions to disentitle them provided the 
treaty liberty of fishing and the commercial privileges are not ex- 
ercised concurrently and it is so decided and awarded. 

Done at The Hague, in the Permanent Court of Arbitration, in 
triplicate original, September 7th, 1910. 

H. LamMascH 

A. F. bE Savornin LoHMAN 
GEORGE GRAY 

C. FitzPATRICK 

Luis M. Draco 


Signing the award, I state pursuant to Article 9, clause 2, of the 
special agreement my dissent from the majority of the tribunal in 
respect to the considerations and enacting part of the award as to 
Question 5. 

Grounds for this dissent have been filed at the International 
Bureau of the Permanent Court of Arbitration. 

Luis M. Draco 
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DISSENTING OPINION OF LUIS M. DRAGO 
ON QUESTION 5 

Counsel for Great Britain have very clearly stated that according 
to their contention the territoriality of the bays referred to in the 
treaty of 1818 is immaterial because whether they are or are not 
territorial, the United States should be excluded from fishing in 
them by the terms of the renunciatory clause, which simply refers 
to “bays, creeks or harbors of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions” 
without any other qualification or description. If that were so, the 
necessity might arise of discussing whether or not a nation has the 
right to exclude another by contract or otherwise from any portion 
or portions of the high seas. But in my opinion the tribunal need 
not concern itself with such general question, the wording of the 
treaty being clear enough to decide the point at issue. 

Article 1 begins with the statement that differences have arisen 
respecting the liberty claimed by the United States for the inhab- 
itants thereof to take, dry and cure fish on “‘certain coasts, bays, 
harbors and creeks of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in Amer- 
ica,’ and then proceeds to locate the specific portions of the coast 
with its corresponding indentations, in which the liberty of taking, 
drying and curing fish should be exercised. The renunciatory clause, 
which the tribunal is called upon to construe, runs thus: “And the 
United States hereby renounce, forever, any liberty heretofcre en- 
joyed or claimed by the inhabitants thereof, to take, dry or cure 
fish on, or within three marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, 
creeks or harbors of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in America 
not included within the above-mentioned limits.” This language 
does not lend itself to different constructions. If the bays in which 
the liberty has been renounced are those “of His Britannic Majesty’s 
dominions in America,” they must necessarily be territorial bays, 
because in so far as they are not so considered they should belong 
to the high seas and consequently form no part of His Britannic 
Majesty’s dominions, which, by definition, do not extend to the high 
seas. It can not be said, as has been suggested, that the use of the 
word “dominions,” in the plural, implies a different meaning than 
would be conveyed by the same term as used in the singular, so that 
in the present case, “the British dominions in America” ought to 
be considered as a mere geographical expression, without reference 


10Official report, p. 147. 
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to any right of sovereignty or “dominion.” It seems to me, on the 
contrary, that “dominions,” or “possessions,” or “estates,” or such 
other equivalent terms, simply designate the places over which the 
“dominion” or property rights are exercised. Where there is no 
possibility of appropriation or dominion, as on the high seas, we can 
not speak of dominions. The “dominions” extend exactly to the 
point which the “dominion” reaches; they are simply the actual or 
physical thing over which the abstract power or authority, the right, 
as given to the proprietor or the ruler, applies. The interpretation 
as to the territoriality of the bays as mentioned in the renunciatory 
clause of the treaty appears stronger when considering that the 
United States specifically renounced the “liberty,” not the “right” 
to fish or to cure and dry fish. ‘The United States renounce, for- 
ever, any liberty heretofore enjoyed or claimed, to take, cure or 
dry fish on, or within three marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, 
creeks or harbors of His Britannic Majesty’s dominions in Amer- 
ica.” It is well known that the negotiators of the treaty of 1783 
gave a very different meaning to the terms liberty and right, as 
distinguished from each other. In this connection Mr. Adams’ 
Journal may be recited. To this Journal the British counter-case 
refers in the following terms: “From an entry in Mr. Adams’ 
Journal it appears that he drafted an article by which he distin- 
guished the right to take fish (both on the high seas and on the 
shores) and the liberty to take and cure fish on the land. But on 
the following day he presented to the British negotiators a draft 
in which he distinguishes between the ‘right’ to take fish on the 
high seas, and the ‘liberty’ to take fish on the ‘coasts, and to dry 
and cure fish on the land . . . The British commissioner called 
attention to the distinction thus suggested by Mr. Adams and pro- 
posed that the word liberty should be applied to the privileges both 
on the water and on the land. Mr. Adams thereupon rose up and 
made a vehement protest, as is recorded in his diary, against the 
suggestion that the United States enjoyed the fishing on the banks 
of Newfoundland by any other title than that of right. . . . The 
application of the word liberty to the coast fishery was left as Mr. 
Adams proposed.” “The incident,” proceeds the British case, “is of 
importance, since it shows that the difference between the two 
phrases was intentional.” (British counter-case, page 17.) And 
the British argument emphasizes again the difference. “More cogent 
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still is the distinction between the words right and liberty. The word 
right is applied to the sea fisheries, and the word liberty to the shore 
fisheries. The history of the negotiations shows that this distinc- 
tion was advisedly adopted.” If then a liberty is a grant and not 
the recognition of a right; if, as the British case, counter-case and 
argument recognize, the United States had the right to fish in the 
open sea in contradistinction with the liberty to fish near the shores 
or portions of the shores; and if what has been renounced in the 
words of the treaty is the “liberty” to fish on, or within three miles 
of the bays, creeks and harbors of His Britannic Majesty’s domin- 
ions, it clearly follows that such liberty and the corresponding re- 
nunciation refers only to such portions of the bays which were under 
the sovereignty of Great Britain and not to such other portions, if 
any, as form part of the high seas. 

And thus it appears that far from being immaterial the terri- 
toriality of bays is of the utmost importance. The treaty not con- 
taining any rule or indication upon the subject, the tribunal can 
not help a decision as to this point, which involves the second branch 
of the British contention that all so-called bays are not only geo- 
graphical but wholly territorial as well, and subject to the jurisdic- 
tion of Great Britain. The situation was very accurately described 
on almost the same lines as above-stated by the British memoran- 
dum sent in 1870 by the Earl of Kimberley to Governor Sir John 
Young: “The right of Great Britain to exclude American fisher- 
men from waters within three miles of the coasts is unambiguous, 
and, it is believed, uncontested. But there appears to be some doubt 
what are the waters described as within three miles of bays, creeks 
or harbors. When a bay is less than six miles broad its waters 
are within the three-mile limit, and therefore clearly within the 
meaning of the treaty; but when it is more than that breadth, the 
question arises whether it is a bay of Her Britannic Majesty’s 
dominions. This is a question which has to be considered in each 
particular case with regard to international law and usage. When 
such a bay is not a bay of Her Majesty’s dominions, the American 
fishermen shall be entitled to fish in it, except within three marine 
miles of the ‘coast;’ when it is a bay of Her Majesty’s dominions 
they will not be entitled to fish within three miles of it, that is to 
say (it is presumed) within three miles of a line drawn from head- 
land to headland.” (American Case Appendix, page 629.) 
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Now, it must be stated in the first place that there does not seem 
to exist any general rule of international law which may be con- 
sidered final, even in what refers to the marginal belt of territorial 
waters. The old rule of the cannon-shot, crystallized into the pres- 
ent three marine miles measured from low-water mark, may be 
modified at a later period inasmuch as certain nations claim a wider 
jurisdiction and an extension has already been recommended by the 
institute of International Law. There is an obvious reason for that. 
The marginal strip of territorial waters based originally on the 
cannon-shot, was founded on the necessity of the riparian State to 
protect itself from outward attack, by providing something in the 
nature of an insulating zone, which very reasonably should be ex- 
tended with the accrued possibility of offense due to the wider range 
of modern ordnance. In what refers to bays, it has been proposed 
as a general rule (subject to certain important exceptions) that the 
marginal belt of territorial waters should follow the sinuosities of 
the coast more or less in the manner held by the United States in 
the present contention, so that the marginal belt being of three miles, 
as in the treaty under consideration, only such bays should be held as 
territorial as have an entrance not wider than six miles. (See Sir 
Thomas Barclay’s Report to Institute of International Law, 1894, 
page 129, in which he also strongly recommends these limits.) This 
is the doctrine which Westlake, the eminent English writer on inter- 
national law, has summed up in very few words: “As to bays,” 
he says, “if the entrance to one of them is not more than twice the 
width of the littoral sea enjoyed by the country in question—that 
is, not more than six sea miles in the ordinary case, eight in that of 
Norway, and so forth,—there is no access from the open sea to the 
bay except through the territorial water of that country, and the 
inner part of the bay will belong to that country no matter how 
widely it may expand. The line drawn from shore to shore at 
the part where, in approaching from the open sea, the width first con- 
tracts to that mentioned, will take the place of the line of low water, 
and the littoral sea belonging to the State will be measured out- 
wards from that line to the distance of three miles or more, proper 
to the State” (Westlake, vol. 1, page 187). But the learned author 
takes care to add: “But although this is the general rule it often 
meets with an exception in the case of bays which penetrate deep 
into the land and are called gulfs. Many of these are recognized 
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by immemorial usage as territorial sea of the States into which they 
penetrate, notwithstanding that their entrance is wider than the 
general rule for bays would give as a limit for such appropriation.” 
And he proceds to quote as examples of this kind the Bay of Con- 
ception in Newfoundland, which he considers as wholly British, 
Chesapeake and Delaware Bays, which belong to the United States, 
and others. (Jbid, page 188.) The Institute of International Law, 
in its annual meeting of 1894, recommended a marginal belt of six 
miles for the general line of the coast and as a consequence estab- 
lished that for bays the line should be drawn up across at the near- 
est portion of the entrance toward the sea where the distance 
between the two sides do not exceed twelve miles. But the learned 
association very wisely added a proviso to the effect, “that bays 
should be so considered and measured unless a continuous and estab- 
lished usage has sanctioned a greater breadth.”’ Many great author- 
ities are agreed as to that. Counsel for the United States proclaimed 
the right to the exclusive jurisdiction of certain bays, no matter 
what the width of their entrance should be, when the littoral nation 
has asserted its right to take it into their jurisdiction upon reasons 
which go always back to the doctrine of protection. Lord Black- 
burn, one of the most eminent of English judges, in delivering the 
opinion of the Privy Council about Conception Bay in Newfound- 
land, adhered to the same doctrine when he asserted the territoriality 
of that branch of the sea, giving as a reason for such finding “that 
the British Government for a long period had exercised dominion 
over this bay and its claim had been acquiesced in by other nations, 
so as to show that the bay had been for a long time occupied ex- 
clusively by Great Britain, a circumstance which, in the tribunals of 
any country, would be very important.” “And moreover,” he 
added, “the British Legislature has, by Acts of Parliament, declared 
it to be part of the British territory, and part of the country made 
subject to the legislation of Newfoundland.” (Direct U. S. Cable 
Co. v. The Anglo-American Telegraph Co., Law Reports, 2 Ap- 
peal Cases, 374.) 

So it may be safely asserted that a certain class of bays, which 
might be properly called the historical bays such as Chesapeake Bay 
and Delaware Bay in North America and the great estuary of the 
River Plata in South America, form a class distinct and apart and 
undoubtedly belong to the littoral country, whatever be their depth 
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of penetration and the width of their mouths, when such country 
has asserted its sovereignty over them, and particular circumstances 
such as geographical configuration, immemorial usage and above all, 
the requirements of self-defense, justify such a pretension. The 
right of Great Britain over the bays of Conception, Chaleur and 
Miramichi are of this description. In what refers to the other bays, 
as might be termed the common, ordinary bays, indenting the coasts, 
ever which no special claim or assertion of sovereignty has been 
made, there does not seem to be any other general principle to be 
applied than the one resulting from the custom and usage of each 
individual nation as shown by their treaties and their general and 
time honored practice. 

The well-known words of Bynkershoek might be very appropri- 
ately recalled in this connection when so many and divergent opin- 
icns and authorities have been recited: “The common law of 
nations,” he says, “can only be learnt from reason and custom. I 
do not deny that authority may add weight to reason, but I prefer 
to seek it in a constant custom of concluding treaties in one sense 
or another and in examples that have occurred in one country or 
another.” (Questiones Jure Publici, vol. 1, Cap. 3.) 

It is to be borne in mind in this respect that the tribunal has been 
called upon to decide as the subject-matter of this controversy, the 
construction to be given to the fishery treaty of 1818 between Great 
Britain and the United States. And so it is that from the usage 
and the practice of Great Britain in this and other like fisheries 
and from treaties entered into by them with other nations as to 
fisheries, may be evolved the right interpretation to be given to the 
particular convention which has been submitted. In this connection 
the following treaties may be recited: 


Treaty between Great Britain and France. 2nd August, 1839. It 
reads as follows: 

Article 9. The subjects of Her Britannic Majesty shall enjoy 
the exclusive right of fishery within the distance of 3 miles from low 
water mark along the whole extent of the coasts of the British 
Islands. 

It is agreed that the distance of three miles fixed as the general 
limit for the exclusive right of fishery upon the coasts of the two 
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countries, shall, with respect to bays, the mouths of which do not 
exceed ten miles in width, be measured from a straight line drawn 
from headland to headland. 

Article 10. It is agreed and understood, that the miles mentioned 
in the present convention are geographical miles, whereof 60 make 
a degree of latitude. 

(Hertslett’s Treaties and Conventions, vol. v, p. 89.) 


Regulations between Great Britain and France. 24th May, 1843. 

Art. 2. The limits, within which the general right of fishery is 
exclusively reserved to the subjects of the two kingdoms respec- 
tively, are fixed (with the exception of those in Granville Bay) at 3 
miles distance from low water mark. 

With respect to bays, the mouths of which do not exceed ten 
miles in width, the 3-mile distance is measured from a straight line 
drawn from headland to headland. 

Art. 3. The miles mentioned in the present regulations are geo- 
graphical miles, of which 60 make a degree of latitude. 

(Hertslett, vol. vi, p. 416.) 


Treaty between Great Britain and France. November 11, 1867. 

Art. 1. British fishermen shall enjoy the exclusive right of fishery 
within the distance of 3 miles from low water mark, along the whole 
extent of the coasts of the British Islands. 

The distance of 3 miles fixed as the general limit for the ex- 
clusive right of fishery upon the coasts of the two countries shall, 
with respect to bays, the mouths of which do not exceed ten miles 
in width be measured from a straight line drawn from headland 
to headland. 

The miles mentioned in the present convention are geographical 
miles whereof 60 make a degree of latitude. 

(Hertslett’s Treaties, vol. xii, p. 1126, British Case App., p. 38.) 


Great Britain and North German Confederation. British notice 
to fishermen by the Board of Trade. Board of Trade, November, 
1868. 

Her Majesty’s Government and the North German Confederation 
having come to an agreement respecting the regulations to be ob- 
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served by British fishermen fishing off the coasts of the North Ger- 
man Confederation, the following notice is issued for the guidance 
and warning of British fishermen: 

1. The exclusive fishery limits of the German Empire are desig- 
nated by the Imperial Government as follows: that tract of the sea 
which extends to a distance of 3 sea miles from the extremest limits 
which the ebb leaves dry of the German North Sea coast of the 
German islands or flats lying before it, as well as those bays and 
incurvations of the coast which are ten sea miles or less in breadth 
reckoned from the extremest points of the land and the flats, must 
be considered as under the territorial sovereignty of North Ger- 
many. 

(Hertslett’s Treaties, vol. xiv, p. 1055.) 


Great Britain and German Empire. British Board of Trade, 
December, 1874. 

(Same recital referring to an arrangement entered into between 
Her Britannic Majesty and the German Government. ) 

Then the same articles follow with the alteration of the words 
“German Empire” for “North Germany.” 

(Hertslett, vol. xiv, p. 1058.) 


Treaty between Great Britain, Belgium, Denmark, France, Ger- 
many and the Netherlands for regulating the police of the North 
Sea fisheries. May 6, 1882. 

2. Les pécheurs nationaux jouiront du droit exclusif de péche 
dans le rayon de 3 milles, 4 partir de la laisse de basse mer, le long 
de toute l’étendue des c6tes de leurs pays respectifs, ainsi que des 
iles et des bancs qui en dépendent. 

Pour les baies le rayon de 3 milles sera mesuré a partir d’une 
ligne droite, tirée, en travers de la baie, dans la partie la plus 
rapprochée de l’entrée, au premier point of l’ouverture n’excédera 
pas 10 milles. 

(Hertslett, vol. xv, p. 794.) 


British Order in Council, October 23rd, 1877. 
Prescribes the obligation of not concealing or effacing numbers 
or marks on boats, employed in fishing or dredging for purposes 
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of sale on the coasts of England, Wales, Scotland and the Islands 
of Guernsey, Jersey, Alderney, Sark and Man, and not going out- 
side; 

(a) The distance of 3 miles from low water mark along the 
whole extent of the said coasts; 

(6) In cases of bays less than 10 miles wide the line joining the 
headlands of said bays. 

(Hertslett, vol. xiv, p. 1032.) 


To this list may be added the unratified treaty of 1888 between 
Great Britain and the United States which is so familiar to the tri- 
bunal. Such unratified treaty contains an authoritative interpretation 
of the Convention of October 20th, 1818, sub-judice: “The three 
marine miles mentioned in Article 1 of the Convention of October 
20th, 1818, shall be measured seaward from low-water mark; but at 
every bay, creek or harbor, not otherwise specifically provided for in 
this treaty, such three marine miles shall be measured seaward from 
a straight line drawn across the bay, creek or harbor, in the part 
nearest the entrance at the first point where the width does not 
exceed ten marine miles,” which is recognizing the exceptional bays 
as aforesaid and laying the rule for the general and common bays. 

It has been suggested that the treaty of 1818 ought not to be 
studied as hereabove in the light of any treaties of a later date, but 
rather be referred to such British international conventions as pre- 
ceded it and clearly illustrate, according to, this view, what were, 
at the time, the principles maintained by Great Britain as to their 
sovereignty over the sea and over the coast and the adjacent terri- 
torial waters. In this connection the treaties of 1686 and 1713 
with France and of 1763 with France and Spain have been recited 
and offered as examples also of exclusion of nations by agreement 
from fishery rights on the high seas. I cannot partake of such a 
view. The treaties of 1686, 1713 and 1763 can hardly be under- 
stood with respect to this, otherwise than as examples of the wild, 
obsolete claims over the common ocean which all nations have of 
old abandoned with the progress of an enlightened civilization. And 
if certain nations accepted long ago to be excluded by convention 
from fishing on what is to-day considered a common sea, it is pre- 
cisely because it was then understood that such tracts of water, now 
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free and open to all, were the exclusive property of a particular 
power, who, being the owners, admitted or excluded others from 
their use. The treaty of 1818 is in the meantime one of the few 
which mark an era in the diplomacy of the world. As a matter of 
fact it is the very first which commuted the rule of the cannon-shot 
into the three marine miles of coastal jurisdiction. And it really 
would appear unjustified to explain such historic document, by 
referring it to international agreements of a hundred and two hun- 
dred years before when the doctrine of Selden’s Mare Clausum was 
at its height and when the coastal waters were fixed at such dis- 
tances as sixty miles, or a hundred miles, or two days’ journey from 
the shore and the like. It seems very appropriate, on the contrary, 
to explain the meaning of the treaty of 1818 by comparing it with 
those which immediately followed and established the same limit 
of coastal jurisdiction. Asa general rule a treaty of a former date 
may be very safely construed by referring it to the provisions of 
like treaties made by the same nation on the same matter at a later 
time. Much more so when, as occurs in the present case, the later 
conventions, with no exception, starting from the same premise 
of the three miles coastal jurisdiction arrive always to an uniform 
policy and line of action in what refers to bays. As a matter of 
fact all authorities approach and connect the modern fishery treaties 
of Great Britain and refer them to the treaty of 1818. The second 
edition of Kluber, for instance, quotes in the same sentence the 
treaties of October 20th, 1818, and August 2, 1839, as fixing a dis- 
tance of three miles from low water mark for coastal jurisdiction. 
And Fiori, the well-known Italian jurist, referring to the same 
marine miles of coastal jurisdiction, says: “This rule recognized 
as early as the treaty of 1818 between the United States and Great 
Britain, and that betwen Great Britain and France in 1839, has 
again been admitted in the treaty of 1867.” (Nouveau Droit Inter- 
national Public, Paris, 1885, section 803. ) 
This is only a recognition of the permanency and the continuity 
of States. The treaty of 1818 is not a separate fact unconnected 
with the later policy of Great Britain. Its negotiators were not par- 
ties to such international convention and their powers disappeared 
as soon as they signed the document on behalf of their countries. 
The parties to the treaty of 1818 were the United States and Great 
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Britain, and what Great Britain meant in 1818 about bays and 
fisheries, when they for the first time fixed a marginal jurisdiction 
of three miles, can be very well explained by what Great Britain, the 
same permanent political entity, understood in 1839, 1843, 1867, 
1874, 1878 and 1882, when fixing the very same zone of territorial 
waters. That a bay in Europe should be considered as different 
from a bay in America and subject to other principles of inter- 
national law can not be admitted in the face of it. What the prac- 
tice of Great Britain has been outside the treaties is very well known 
to the tribunal, and the examples might be multiplied of the cases 
in which that nation has ordered its subordinates to apply to the 
bays on these fisheries the ten mile entrance rule or the six miles 
according to the occasion. It has been repeatedly said that such 
have been only relaxations of the strict right, assented to by Great 
Britain in order to avoid friction on certain special occasions. That 
may be. But it may also be asserted that such relaxations have been 
very many and that the constant, uniform, never contradicted, prac- 
tice of concluding fishery treaties from 1839 down to the present 
day, in all of which the ten miles entrance bays are recognized, is 
the clear sign of a policy. This policy has but very lately found a 
most public, solemn and unequivocal expression. “On a question 
asked in Parliament on the 2lst of February, 1907,” says Pitt 
Cobbett, a distinguished English writer, with respect to the Moray 
Firth Case, “it was stated that, according to the view of the For- 
eign Office, the Admiralty, the Colonial Office, the Board of Trade 
and the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, the term ‘territorial 
waters’ was deemed to include waters extending from the coast 
line of any part of the territory of a State to three miles from the 
low-water mark of such coast line and the waters of all bays, the 
entrance to which is not more than six miles, and of which the 
entire land boundary forms part of the territory of the same state.” 
(Pitt Cobbett Cases and Opinions on International Law, vol. 1, p. 
143.) 

Is there a contradiction between these six miles and the ten miles 
of the treaties just referred to? Not at all. The six miles are the 
consequence of the three miles marginal belt of territorial waters in 
their coincidence from both sides at the inlets of the coast and the 
ten miles far from being an arbitrary measure are simply an ex- 
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tension, a margin given for convenience to the strict six miles with 
fishery purposes. Where the miles represent sixty to a degree in 
latitude the ten miles are besides the sixth part of the same degree. 
The American Government in reply to the observations made to 
Secretary Bayard’s memorandum of 1888, said very precisely: 
“The width of ten miles was proposed not only because it had been 
followed in conventions between many other Powers, but also be- 
cause it was deemed reasonable and just in the present case; this 
Government recognizing the fact that while it might have claimed 
a width of six miles as a basis of settlement, fishing within bays 
and harbors only slightly wider would be confined to areas so nar- 
row as to render it practically valueless and almost necessarily ex- 
pose the fishermen to constant danger of carrying their operations 
into forbidden waters.” (British Case Appendix, page 416.) And 
Professor John Bassett Moore, a recognized authority on interna- 
tional law, in a communication addressed to the Institute of Interna- 
tional Law, said very forcibly: “Since you observe that there does 
not appear to be any convincing reason to prefer the ten mile line 
in such a case to that of double three miles, I may say that there 
have been supposed to exist reasons both of convenience and of 
safety. The ten-mile line has been adopted in the cases referred 
to as a practical rule. The transgression of an encroachment upon 
territorial waters by fishing vessels is generally a grave offense, in- 
volving in many instances the forfeiture of the offending vessel, 
and it is obvious that the narrower the space in which it is permissi- 
ble to fish the more likely the offense is to be committed. In order, 
therefore, that fishing may be practicable and safe and not con- 
stantly attended with the risk of violating territorial waters, it has 
been thought to be expedient not to allow it where the extent of free 
waters between the three miles drawn on each side of the bay is less 
than four miles. This is the reason of the ten-mile line. Its inten- 
tion is not to hamper or restrict the right to fish, but to render its 
exercise practicable and safe. When fishermen fall in with a shoal 
of fish, the impulse to follow it is so strong as to make the possi- 
bilities of transgression very serious within narrow limits of free 
waters. Hence it has been deemed wiser to exclude them from space 
less than four miles each way from the forbidden lines. In spaces 
less than this operations are not only hazardous, but so circum- 
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scribed as to render them of little practical value.” (Annuaire de 
V Institut de Droit International, 1894, p. 146.) 

So the use of the ten mile bays so constantly put into practice 
by Great Britain in its fishery treaties has its root and connection 
with the marginal belt of three miles for the territorial waters. So 
much so that the tribunal having decided not to adjudicate in this 
case the ten miles entrance to the bays of the treaty of 1818, this 
will be the only one exception in which the ten miles of the bays 
do not follow as a consequence the strip of three miles of territorial 
waters, the historical bays and estuaries always excepted. 

And it is for that reason that an usage so firmly and for so long 
a time established ought, in my opinion, be applied to the construc- 
tion of the treaty under consideration, much more so, when custom, 
one of the recognized sources of law, international as well as muni- 
cipal, is supported in this case by reason and by the acquiescence 
and the practice of many nations. 

The tribunal has decided that: “In case of bays the 3 miles (of 
the treaty) are to be measured from a straight line drawn across 
the body of water at the place where it ceases to have the configura- 
tion characteristic of a bay. At all other places the three miles 
are to be measured following the sinuosities of the coast.” But no 
rule is laid out or general principle evolved for the parties to know 
what the nature of such configuration is or by what methods the 
points should be ascertained from which the bay should lose the 
characteristics of such. There lies the whole contention and the 
whole difficulty, not satisfactorily solved, to my mind, by simply 
recommending, without the scope of the award and as a system of 
procedure for resolving future contestations under Article 4 of the 
treaty of arbitration, a series of lines, which practical as they may 
be supposed to be, can not be adopted by the parties without con- 
cluding a new treaty. 

These are the reasons for my dissent, which I much regret, on 
Question 5. 

Done at The Hague, September 7th, 1910 

Luis M. Draco 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Modus vivendi between the United States and Great Britain in regard 
to inshore fisheries on the treaty coast of Newfoundland—Agree- 
ment effected by exchange of notes at London, October 6/8, 1906 * 


AMERICAN EMBASSY, 
London, October 6, 1906. 

Srr: I am authorized by my Government to ratify a modus vivends 
in regard to the Newfoundland fishery question on the basis of the 
Foreign Office memorandum, dated the 25th of September, 1906, in 
which you accept the arrangement set out in my memorandum of the 
12th of September and consent accordingly to the use of purse seines 
by American fishermen during the ensuing season, subject, of course, 
to due regard being paid in the use of such implements to other modes 
of fishery, which, as you state, is only intended to secure that there 
shall be the same spirit of give and take and of respect for common 
rights between the users of purse seines and the users of stationary 
nets as would be expected to exist if both sets of fishermen employed 
the same gear. 

My Government understand by this that the use of purse seines by 
American fishermen is not to be interfered with, and that the shipment 
of Newfoundlanders by American fishermen outside the 3-mile limit 
is not to be made the basis of interference or to be penalized; at the 
same time they are glad to assure His Majesty’s Government, should 
such shipments be found necessary, that they will be made far enough 
from the exact 3-mile limit to avoid any reasonable doubt. 

On the other hand, it is also understood that our fishermen are to 
be advised by my Government, and to agree, not to fish on Sunday. 

It is further understood that His Majesty’s Government will not 
bring into force the Newfoundland foreign fishing vessels Act of 
1906 which imposes on American fishing vessels certain restrictions in 
addition to those imposed by the Act of 1905, and also that the pro- 
visions of the first part of section 1 of the Act of 1905, as to boarding 
and bringing into port, and also the whole of section 3 of the same 
Act, will not be regarded as applying to American fishing vessels. 

It also being understood that our fishermen will gladly pay light 
dues if they are not deprived of their rights to fish, and that our 
fishermen are not unwilling to comply with the provisions of the 
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colonial customs law as to reporting at a custom-house when physically 
possible to do so. 

I need not add that my Government are most anxious that the pro- 
visions of the modus vivendi should be made effective at the earliest 
possible moment. I am glad to be assured by you that this note will 
be considered as sufficient ratification of the modus vivendi on the 
part of my Government. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, sir, 

Your most obedient, humble servant, 
WHITELAW REID 
The Right Honorable Sir Epwarp Grey, Br., 
Etc., etc., etc. 


ForEIGN OFFICE, October 8, 19006. 
Your ExceLttency: I have received with satisfaction the note of 
the 6th instant in which your Excellency states that you have been 
authorized by your Government to ratify a modus vivendi in regard to 
the Newfoundland fishery question on the basis of the memorandum 
which I had the honor to communicate to you on the 25th ultimo, and 
I am glad to assure your Excellency that the note in question will be 
considered by His Majesty’s Government as a sufficient ratification 
of that arrangement on the part of the United States Government. 
His Majesty’s Government fully share the desire of your Govern- 
ment that the provisions of the modus vivendi should be made effective 
at the earliest moment possible, and the necessary instructions for its 
observance were accordingly sent to the Government of Newfound- 
land immediately. on receipt of your Excellency’s communication. 
I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, your Excel- 
lency’s most obedient, humble servant, 
(In the absence of the Secretary of State) 
E. Gorst 
His Excellency the Honorable WHITELAW REID, 
Ftc’, etc., etc: 


Memorandum of the American Embassy of September 12, 1906* 


My Government hears with the greatest concern and regret that in 
the opinion of His Majesty’s Government there is so wide a diver- 
gence of views with regard to the Newfoundland fisheries that an 


immediate settlement is hopeless. 
But it is much gratified with His Majesty’s Government’s desire 
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to reach a modus vivendi for this season, and appreciates the readi- 
ness to waive the foreign fishing vessels Act of 1906. This and other 
restrictive legislation had compelled our fishermen to use purse seines 
or abandon their treaty rights. 

My Government sees in the offer not to apply section 3, Act of 1905, 
and that part of section 1 relating to boarding fishing vessels and 
bringing them into port fresh proof of a cordial disposition not to 
press unduly this kind of regulation. 

Our fishermen will also gladly pay light dues, if not hindered in 
their right to fish. They are not unwilling, either, to comply with the 
regulation to report at custom-houses, when possible. It is sometimes 
physically impossible, however, to break through the ice for that 
purpose. 

Most unfortunately the remaining proposals, those as to purse 
seining and Sunday fishing, present very grave difficulties. 

We appreciate perfectly the desire of His Majesty’s Government to 
prevent Sunday fishing. But if both this and purse seine fishing are 
taken away, as things stand there might be no opportunity for profit- 
able fishing left under our treaty rights. We are convinced that purse 
seines are no more injurious to the common fishery than the gill nets 
commonly used—are not, in fact, so destructive and do not tend to 
change the migratory course of the herring as gill nets do, through the 
death of a large percentage of the catch and consequent pollution of 
the water. 

The small amount of purse seining this season could not, of course, 
materially affect the common fishery anyway. Besides many of our 
fishermen have already sailed, with purse seines as usual, and the 
others are already provided with them. This use of the purse seine 
was not the free choice of our fishermen. They have been driven to 
it by local regulations, and the continued use of it at this late date this 
year seems vital. 

But we will renounce Sunday fishing for this season if His Maj- 
esty’s Government will consent to the use of purse seines, and we can 
not too strongly urge an acceptance of this solution. 

AMERICAN Empassy, London, September 12, 1906. 


Memorandum of the British Foreign Office of September 25, 19061 


His Majesty’s Government have considered, after consultation with 
the Government of Newfoundland, the proposals put forward in the 
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memorandum communicated by the United States Ambassador on the 
12th instant, respecting the suggested modus vivendi in regard to the 
Newfoundland fishery question. 

They are glad to be able to state that they accept the arrangement 
set out in the above memorandum and consent accordingly to the use 
of purse seines by United States fishermen during the ensuing season, 
subject, of course, to due regard being paid, in the use of such imple- 
ments, to other modes of fishery. 

His Majesty’s Government trust that the United States Government 
will raise no objection to such a stipulation, which is only intended to 
secure that there shall be the same spirit of give and take and of 
respect of common rights between the users of purse seines and the 
users of stationary nets as would be expected to exist if both sets of 
fishermen employed the same gear. 

They further hope that, in view of this temporary authorization 
of the purse seines, the United States Government will see their way 
to arranging that the practice of engaging Newfoundland fishermen 
just outside the three-mile limit, which, to some extent, prevailed last 
year, should not be resorted to this year. 

An arrangement to this effect would save both His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment and the Newfoundland Government from embarrassment 
which, it is conceived, having regard to the circumstances in which the 
modus vivendi is being settled, the United States Government would 
not willingly impose upon them. Moreover, it is not in itself unrea- 
sonable, seeing that the unwillingness of the United States Govern- 
ment to forego the use of purse seines appears to be largely based upon 
the inability of their fishermen to engage local men to work the form 
of net recognized by the colonial fishery regulations. 

The United States Government assured His Majesty’s late Govern- 
ment in November last that they would not countenance a specified 
evasion of the Newfoundland foreign fishing vessels Act, 1905, and 
the proposed arrangement would appear to be in accordance with the 
spirit which prompted that assurance. 

ForEIGN OFFICE, September 25, 1906. 
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Modus vivendi between the United States and Great Britain im re- 
gard to inshore fisheries on the treaty coast of Newfoundland— 
Agreement effected by exchange of notes at London, September 


4/6, 1907" 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, 
London, September 4, 1907. 

Sir: I am authorized by my Government to ratify a modus videndi 
in regard to the Newfoundland fishery question, as follows: 

It is agreed that the fisheries shall be carried on during the present 
year substantially as they were actually carried on for the most of 
the time by mutual agreement, under the modus vivendi of 1906. 

(1) It it understood that His Majesty’s Government will not bring 
into force the Newfoundland foreign fishing vessels Act of 1906, 
which imposes on American fishing vessels certain restrictions in 
addition to those imposed by the Act of 1905, and also that the pro- 
visions of the first part of section 1 of the Act of 1905, as to board- 
ing and bringing into port, and also the whole of section three of the 
same Act, will not be regarded as applying to American fishing vessels. 

(2) In consideration of the fact that the shipment of Newfound- 
landers by American fishermen outside the three-mile limit is not to 
be made the basis of interference or to be penalized, my Government 
waives the use of purse seines by American fishermen during the term 
governed by this agreement, and also waives the right to fish on 
Sundays. 

(3) It is understood that American fishing vessels will make their 
shipment of Newfoundlanders, as fishermen, sufficiently far from the 
exact three-mile limit to avoid reasonable doubt. 

(4) It is further understood that American fishermen will pay light 
dues when not deprived of their rights to fish, and will comply with 
the provisions of the colonial customs law as to reporting at a cus- 
tom-house when physically possible to do so. 

I need not add that my Government is most anxious that the pro- 
visions of this modus vivendi should be made effective at the earliest 
possible moment, and that, in view of this, and of the actual presence 
of our fishing fleet on the treaty shore, we do not feel that an exchange 
of ratifications should be longer delayed. But my Government has 
every desire to make the arrangement, pending arbitration, as agree- 
able as possible to the Newfoundland authorities, consistent with the 
due safeguarding of treaty rights which we have enjoyed for nearly 
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a century. If, therefore, the proposals you have recently shown me 
from the Premier of Newfoundland or any other changes in the 
above modus vivendi should be proposed by mutual agreement be- 
tween the Newfoundland authorities and our fishermen, having due 
regard to the losses that might be incurred by a change of plans so 
long after preparations for the season’s fishing had been made and the 
voyage begun, my Government will be ready to consider such changes 
with you in the most friendly spirit, and if found not to compromise 
our rights, to unite with you in ratifying them at once. 

I am glad to be assured by you that this note will be considered as 
sufficient ratification of the modus vivendi on the part of my Govern- 
ment. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, sir, your most 
obedient humble servant, . 

WHITELAW REID 
The Right Honorable Str Epwarp Grey, Baronet, etc., etc., etc. 


ForEIGN OFFICE, September 6, 1907. 

Your Excetiency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt 
of your Excellency’s note of the 4th instant, containing the terms of 
the modus vivendi with regard to the Newfoundland fisheries—which 
you are authorized by your Government to ratify. 

I am glad to assure your Excellency that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment agrees to the terms of the modus vivendi and that your Excel- 
lency’s note will be considered by His Majesty’s Government as a 
sufficient ratification of that arrangement on the part of His Majesty’s 
Government. 

His Majesty’s Government fully shares the desire of your Govern- 
ment that the provisions of the modus vivendi should be made effective 
at the earliest possible moment, and the necessary steps will be taken 
by His Majesty’s Government to secure its observance. 

His Majesty’s Government takes note of the conciliatory offer of 
the United States Government to consider in a most friendly spirit 
any changes in the modus vivendi which may be agreed upon locally 
between the Newfoundland authorities and the United States fisher- 
men and which may be acceptable both to the United States Govern- 
ment and to His Majesty’s Government. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, your Excel- 
lency’s most obedient humble servant, 


E. Grey 
His Excellency the Honorable WHITELAW RED, etc., etc., etc. 
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Modus vivendi between the United States and Great Britain im re- 
gard to inshore fisheries on the treaty coast of Newfoundland— 
Agreement effected by exchange of notes signed at London, July 
15/23, 1908" 

ForeiGn OFFIce, July 15, 1908. 

Your ExceLitency: On the 18th ultimo your Excellency proposed 
on behalf of the United States Government that, as arbitration in re- 
gard to the Newfoundland fisheries question could not be arranged 
before the forthcoming fishery season, the modus vivendi of last 
year should be renewed with the same elasticity as before for the par- 
ties concerned to make local arrangements satisfactory to both sides. 

I have the honor to inform your Excellency that the Newfoundland 
Government, having been consulted on the subject, have expressed the 
desire that the herring fishery during the ensuing season should be 
conducted on the same principles as in the season of 1907, and for- 
mally undertake to permit during this year the conduct of the herring 
fishery as last year. 

As the arrangements for last year were admittedly satisfactory to 
all concerned in the fishing, His Majesty’s Government hope that the 
United States Government will see their way to accept this formal 
assurance on the part of the Newfoundland Government as a satis- 
factory arrangement for the season of 1908. If this course be adopted 
it would seem unnecessary to enter into any further formal arrange- 
ments, seeing that the communication of this assurance to the United 
States Government and its acceptance by them would be tantamount 
to a modus vivendi. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, your Excel- 
lency’s most obedient, humble servant, 

Louis MALLET 
(For Sir Epwarp Grey) 
His Excellency the Honorable WHITELAW REDD, etc., etc.,:etc. 


AMERICAN EmBpassy, 
London, July 23, 1908. 
Str: The reply, in your letter of July 15, 1908, to my proposal of 
June 18th, for a renewal of last year’s modus vivendi for the ap- 
proaching Newfoundland fisheries season, with the same elasticity as 
before for local arrangements, has been duly considered. 
I am gratified to learn that the Newfoundland Government was so 
well satisfied with the result of these arrangements under the modus 
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vivendi for last year that it offers a formal undertaking that the 
American fishermen shall be permitted to conduct the herring fisheries 
this year in the same way. 

It is proper to observe that our fishermen would have preferred 
last year, and would prefer now to work the fisheries with purse 
seines, as heretofore, as provided in the modus vivendi of 1906. But 
they yielded last year to the strong wishes of the Newfoundland Gov- 
ernment in this matter, and joined in the arrangement under the elastic 
clause at the close of the modus vivendi of 1907 by which, with the 
approval of the British and American Governments, they gave up also 
other claims in return for certain concessions. I must reserve their 
right to these and to purse seines, as heretofore enjoyed, as not now 
abandoned, and therefore to be duly considered in the pending arbitra- 
tion before the Hague tribunal. 

But with this reservation, and with the approval of my Government, 
I now have pleasure in accepting the offer that the herring fishery 
during the ensuing season shall be conducted on the same principles 
as in the season of 1907, and the formal undertaking against interfer- 
ence with this by the Newfoundland Government, as a substantial 
agreement on my proposal of June 18th. 

We unite also with you in regarding this exchange of letters as con- 
stituting in itself a satisfactory agreement for the season of 1908, 
without the necessity for any further formal correspondence. 

I am glad to add that Mr. Alexander, of the United States Fish 
Commission, will be sent again this year to the treaty shore, and that 
my Government feels sure that, through his influence, there will be 
general willingness to carry out the spirit of the understanding, and 
work on the lines of least resistance. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, sir, your most 
obedient, humble servant, 

WHITELAW REID 
The Right Honorable Sir Epwarp Grey, Bart., etc., etc., etc. 


Correspondence of January 27-March 4, 1909, Supplementary to the 
Agreement for Arbitration * 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, January 27, 1909. 
ExceLLency: In order to place officially on record the understand- 
ing already arrived at by us in preparing the special agreement which 
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we have signed to-day for the submission of questions relating to fish- 
eries on the north Atlantic coast under the general treaty of arbitra- 
tion concluded between the United States and Great Britain on the 
fourth day of April, 1908, I have the honor to declare on behalf of 
the Government of the United States that Question 5 of the series 
submitted, namely, ‘From where must be measured the ‘three marine 
miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors’ referred to in the 
said article” is submitted in its present form with the agreed under- 
standing that no question as to the Bay of Fundy, considered as a 
whole apart from its bays or creeks, or as to innocent passage through 
the Gut of Canso is included in this question as one to be raised in the 
present arbitration; it being the intention of the parties that their 
respective views or contentions on either subject shall be in no wise 
prejudiced by anything in the present arbitration. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest respect, your Excellency’s 
most obedient servant, 

Extinu Root 
His Excellency The Right Honorable 
James Bryce, O.M., 
Ambassador of Great Britain. 
BriTisH EmBassy, 
Washington, January 27, 1909. 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge your note of to-day’s date 
and in reply have to declare on behalf of His Majesty’s Government, 
in order to place officially on record the understanding already arrived 
at by us in preparing the special agreement which we have signed 
to-day for the submission of questions relating to fisheries on the north 
Atlantic coast under the general treaty of arbitration concluded be- 
tween Great Britain and the United States on the 4th day of April, 
1908, that Question 5 of the series submitted, namely, “From where 
must be measured the ‘three marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, 
creeks or harbors’ referred to in the said article’ is submitted in its 
present form with the agreed understanding that no question as to the 
Bay of Fundy, considered as a whole apart from its bays and creeks, 
or as to innocent passage through the Gut of Canso is included in this 
question as one to be raised in the present arbitration; it being the 
intention of the parties that their respective views or contentions on 
either subject shall be in no wise prejudiced by anything in the present 
arbitration. 
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I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, sir, your 
most obedient, humble servant, 
JAMES BRYCE 
The Honorable Exruvu Root, 
Etc., etc., etc., 
Secretary of State. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February 21, 1909. 

ExceLLENCy: I have the honor to inform you that the Senate, by 
its resolution of the 18th instant, gave its advice and consent to the 
ratification of the special agreement between the United States and 
Great Britain, signed on January 27, 1909, for the submission to the 
Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague of questions relating 
to fisheries on the north Atlantic coast. 

In giving this advice and consent to the ratification of the special 
agreement, and as a part of the act of ratification, the Senate states 
in the resolution its understanding—“that it is agreed by the United 
States and Great Britain that Question 5 of the series submitted, name- 
ly, ‘from where must be measured the three marine miles of any of 
the coasts, bays, creeks, or harbors referred to in said article?’ does 
not include any question as to the Bay of Fundy, considered as a 
whole apart from its bays or creeks, or as to innocent passage through 
the Gut of Canso, and that the respective views or contentions of the 
United States and Great Britain on either subject shall be in no wise 
prejudiced by anything in the present arbitration, and that this agree- 
ment on the part of the United States will be mentioned in the ratifi- 
cation of the special agreement and will, in effect, form part of this 
special agreement.” 

In thus formally confirming what I stated to you orally, I have the 
honor to express the hope that you will in like manner formally con- 
firm the assent of His Majesty’s Government to this understanding 
which you heretofore stated to me orally, and that you will be pre- 
pared at an early day to exchange the notes confirming the special 
agreement as provided for therein and in the general arbitration con- 
vention of June 5, 1908. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, your Excel- 
lency’s most obedient servant, 

RosBert Bacon 
His Excellency The Right Honorable 
JAMES Bryce, O.M., 
Ambassador of Great Britain. 
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BriTIisH EMBASSY, 
Washington, March 4, 1909. 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note in- 
forming me that the Senate of the United States has approved the 
special agreement for the reference to arbitration of the questions re- 
lating to the fisheries on the north Atlantic coast and of the terms of 
the resolution in which that approval is given. 

It is now my duty to inform you that the Government of His Britan- 
nic Majesty confirms the special agreement aforesaid and in so doing 
confirms also the understanding arrived at by us that Question 5 of 
the series of questions submitted for arbitration, namely, from where 
must be measured the “three marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, 
creeks, or harbors” referred to in the said article, is submitted in its 
present form with the agreed understanding that no question as to 
the Bay of Fundy considered as a whole apart from its bays or creeks, 
or as to innocent passage through the Gut of Canso, is included in this 
question as one to be raised in the present arbitration, it being the 
intention of the parties that their respective views or contentions on 
either subject shall be in nowise prejudiced by anything in the present 
arbitration. 

This understanding is that which was embodied in notes exchanged 
between your predecessor and myself on January 27th, and is that 
expressed in the above-mentioned resolution of the Senate of the 
United States. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest respect, sir, your most 
obedient, humble servant, 

James Bryce 
The Honorable Rosert Bacon, 
Secretary of State. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, March 4, rgo9. 

EXcELLENCY: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your 
note of the 4th instant in which you confirm the understanding in the 
matter of the special agreement submitting to arbitration the differ- 
ences between the Governments of the United States and Great 
Britain concerning the north Atlantic fisheries, as expressed in the 
resolution of the Senate of February 18, 1909, and as previously 
agreed upon by the interchange of notes with my predecessor of 
January 27, 1909. 
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I therefore have the honor to inform you that this Government con- 
siders the special agreement as in full force and effect from and after 
the 4th day of March, 1909. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, your Excel- 
lency’s most obedient servant, 

RoBert BAcon 
His Excellency The Right Honorable 
James Bryce, O.M., 
Ambassador of Great Britain. 


Resolution of the United States Senate concerning Newfoundland 
Fishertes* 
February 18, 1909. 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein), 
That the Senate advise and consent to the ratification of a special 
agreement between the United States and Great Britain for the sub- 
mission to the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague of 
questions relating to fisheries on the north Atlantic coast, signed on 
the 27th day of January, 1909. 

In giving this advice and consent to the ratification of the said spe- 
cial agreement, and as a part of the act of ratification, the Senate 
understands that it is agreed by the United States and Great Britain 
that Question 5 of the series submitted, namely, “from where must be 
measured the ‘three marine miles of any of the coasts, bays, creeks, 
or harbors’ referred to in the said article,’ does not include any 
question as to the Bay of Fundy, considered as a whole apart from 
its bays, or creeks, or as to innocent passage through the Gut of 
Canso, and that the respective views or contentions of the United 
States and Great Britain on either subject shall be in nowise preju- 
diced by anything in the present arbitration, and that this agreement 
on the part of the United States will be mentioned in the ratification 
of the special agreement and will, in effect, form part of this special 
agreement. 
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Modus vivendi between the United States and Great Britain in re- 
gard to inshore fisheries on the treaty coast of Newfoundland— 
Agreement effected by exchange of notes signed at London, July 
22/September &, 1909" 

AMERICAN EMBASSY, 
London, July 22, 1909. 

Inasmuch as under the provisions of the special agreement, dated 
January 27, 1909, between the United States and Great Britain for 
the submission to arbitration of certain questions arising with respect 
to the north Atlantic coast fisheries, the decision of the tribunal on 
such questions will not be rendered before the summer of 1910, and 
inasmuch as the modus vivendi entered into with Great Britain last 
July with respect to the Newfoundland fisheries does not in terms 
extend beyond the season of 1908, my Government thinks it desirable 
that the modus of last year should be renewed for the coming season, 
and, if possible, until the termination of the arbitration proceedings for 
the settlement of these questions. 

I am therefore instructed to propose such a renewal to His Maj- 
esty’s Government, the understanding on both sides originally having 
been, as you may remember, that the modus was entered into pending 
arbitration. 

I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, sir, your most 
obedient, humble servant, 

WHITELAW REID 

The Right Honorable Str Epwarp Grey, Bt., etc., etc., etc. 


ForeIcN OFFice, September 8, 1900. 

Sir: In reply to Mr. Whitelaw Reid’s note of July 22 last I have 
the honor to state that His Majesty’s Government agree to the re- 
newal of the modus vivendi of 1908 for the regulation of the New- 
foundland fisheries, until the termination of the arbitration proceed- 
ings before the Hague tribunal for the settlement of the Atlantic 
fisheries questions. ee 

His Majesty’s Government suggest that Mr. Whitelaw Reid’s note 
of July 22 and my present reply should be regarded as constituting 
a sufficient ratification of the above understanding without the necessity 
for embodying it in a more formal document. 

I have the honor to be, with high consideration, sir, your most 
obedient, humble servant, 


E. Grey 
J. R. Carter, Esg., etc., etc., etc. 


1Foreign Relations of the United States, 1909, p. 283. 
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Agreement between the United States and Great Britain adopting 
with certain modifications the rules and method of procedure rec- 
ommended m the award of September 7, 1910, of the north Atlan- 
tic coast fisheries arbitration —Signed at Washington, July 20, 1912.1 
The United States of America and His Majesty the King of the 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and of the British Do- 

minions beyond the Seas, Emperor of India, being desirous of con- 

cluding an agreement regarding the exercise of the liberties referred 
to in Article 1 of the treaty of October 20, 1818, have for this pur- 
pose named as their plenipotentiaries: 

The President of the United States of America: 

Chandler P. Anderson, Counselor for the Department of State of 
the United States; 

His Britannic Majesty: 

Alfred Mitchell Innes, Chargé d’Affaires of His Majesty’s Embassy 
at Washington ; 

Who, having communicated to each other their respective full 
powers, which were found to be in due and proper form, have agreed 
to and concluded the following articles: 


ARTICLE 1 


Whereas the award of the Hague tribunal of September 7, 1910, 
recommended for the consideration of the parties certain rules and a 
method of procedure under which all questions which may arise in 
the future regarding the exercise of the liberties referred to in 
Article 1 of the treaty of October 20, 1818, may be determined in 
accordance with the principles laid down in the award, and the par- 
ties having agreed to make certain modifications therein, the rules 
and method of procedure so modified are hereby accepted by the 
parties in the following form: 

1. All future municipal laws, ordinances, or rules for the regula- 
tion of the fisheries by Great Britain, Canada, or Newfoundland in 
respect of (1) the hours, days, or seasons when fish may be taken 
on the treaty coasts; (2) the method, means, and implements used 
in the taking of fish or in carrying on fishing operations; (3) any 
other regulations of a similar character; and all alterations or amend- 
ments of such laws, ordinances, or rules shall be promulgated and 
come into operation within the first fifteen days of November in each 
year; provided, however, in so far as any such law, ordinance, or rule 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, vol. 37, pt. 2, p. 1634. 
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shall apply to a fishery conducted between the Ist day of November 
and the Ist day of February, the same shall be promulgated at least 
six months before the 1st day of November in each year. 

Such laws, ordinances, or rules by Great Britain shall be promul- 
gated by publication in the London Gazette, by Canada in the Canada 
Gazette, and by Newfoundland in the Newfoundland Gazette. 

After the expiration of ten years from the date of this agreement. 
and so on at intervals of ten years thereafter, either party may pro- 
pose to the other that the dates fixed for promulgation be revised in 
consequence of the varying conditions due to changes in the habits of 
the fish or other natural causes; and if there shall be a difference 
of opinion as to whether the conditions have so varied as to render 
a revision desirable, such difference shall be referred for decision to 
a commission possessing expert knowledge, such as the permanent 
mixed fishery commission hereinafter mentioned. 

2. If the Government of the United States considers any such laws 
or regulations inconsistent with the treaty of 1818, it is entitled so to 
notify the Government of Great Britain within forty-five days after 
the publication above referred to, and may require that the same be 
submitted to and their reasonableness, within the meaning of the 
award, be determined by the permanent mixed fishery commission 
constituted as hereinafter provided. 

3. Any law or regulation not so notified within the said period of 
forty-five days, or which, having been so notified, has been declared 
reasonable and consistent with the treaty of 1818 (as interpreted by 
the said award) by the permanent mixed fishery commission, shall be 
held to be reasonable within the meaning of the award; but if de- 
clared by the said commission to be unreasonable and inconsistent with 
the treaty of 1818, it shall not be applicable to the inhabitants of the 
United States exercising their fishing liberties under the treaty of 
1818. 

4. Permanent mixed fishery commissions for Canada and. Newfound- 
land, respectively, shall be established for the decision of such ques- 
tions as to the reasonableness of future regulations, as contemplated 
by Article 4 of the special agreement of January 27, 1909. These 
commissions shall consist of an expert national, appointed by each 
party for five years; the third member shall not be a national of either 
party. He shall be nominated for five years by agreement of the 
parties, or, failing such agreement, within two months from the date, 
when either of the parties to this agreement shall call upon the other 
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to agree upon such third member, he shall be nominated by Her 
Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands. 

5. The two national members shall be summoned by the Govern- 
ment of Great Britain, and shall convene within thirty days from the 
date of notification by the Government of the United States. These 
two members having failed to agree on any or all of the questions sub- 
mitted within thirty days after they have convened, or having before 
the expiration of that period notified the Government of Great 
Britain that they are unable to agree, the full commission, under the 
presidency of the umpire, is to be summoned by the Government of 
Great Britain, and shall convene within thirty days thereafter to de- 
cide all questions upon which the two national members had dis- 
agreed. The commission must deliver its decision, if the two Gov- 
ernments do not agree otherwise, within forty-five days after it has 
convened. The umpire shall conduct the procedure in accordance 
with that provided in Chapter IV of the Convention for the pacific 
settlement of international disputes, of October 18, 1907, except in so 
far as herein otherwise provided. 

6. The form of convocation of the commission, including the terms 
of reference of the question at issue, shall be as follows: 


The provision hereinafter fully set forth of an act dated...... 


published in the...... Gazette, has been notified to the Govern- 
ment of Great Britain by the Government of the United States 
under date of...... , as provided by the agreement entered into 


on July 20, 1912, pursuant to the award of the Hague tribunal of 
September 7, 1910. 

Pursuant to the provisions of that agreement the Government 
of Great Britain hereby summons the permanent mixed fishery 
commission for 


Canada ike 
Ne rsundian 4 | composed Of dueavasr gue commissioner for the 
United States of America, and of.......... commissioner for 
Canada t who shall meet at Halifax, Nova Scotia, with 
Newfoundland 


power to hold subsequent meetings at such other place or places 
as they may determine, and render a decision within thirty days 
as to whether the provision so notified is reasonable and consistent 
with the treaty of 1818, as interpreted by the award of the Hague 
tribunal of September 7, 1910, and if not, in what respect it is 
unreasonable and inconsistent therewith. 

Failing an agreement on this question within thirty days, the 
commission shall so notify the Government of Great Britain in 
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order that the further action required by that award shall be taken 
for the decision of the above question. 
The provision. 1s as; fOUOWS: fi.0i4.0.- cass» areca siemens eudete malts 


7. The unanimous decision of the two national commissioners, or 
the majority decision of the umpire and one commissioner, shall be 
final and binding. 

8. Any difference in regard to the regulations specified in Protocol 
XXX of the arbitration proceedings, which shall not have been dis- 
posed of by diplomatic methods, shall be referred not to the commis- 
sion of expert specialists mentioned in the award but to the permanent 
mixed fishery commissions, to be constituted as hereinbefore provided, 
in the same manner as a difference in regard to future regulations 
would be so referred. 

ARTICLE 2 


And whereas the tribunal of arbitration in its award decided that— 

In case of bays the three marine miles are to be measured from a 
straight line drawn across the body of water at the place where it 
ceases to have the configuration and characteristics of a bay. At all 
other places the three marine miles are to be measured following the 
sinuosities of the coast. 

And whereas the tribunal made certain recommendations for the 
determination of the limits of the bays enumerated in the award; 

Now, therefore, it is agreed that the recommendations, in so far as 
the same relate to bays contiguous to the territory of the Dominion of 
Canada, to which Question 5 of the special agreement is applicable, 
are hereby adopted, to wit: 

In every bay not hereinafter specifically provided for, the limits of 
exclusion shall be drawn three miles seaward from a straight line 
across the bay in the part nearest the entrance at the first point where 
the width does not exceed ten miles. 

For the Baie des Chaleurs the limits of exclusion shall: be drawn 
from the line from the light at Birch Point on Miscou Island to Mac- 
quereau Point light; for the Bay of Miramichi, the line from the light 
at Point Escuminac to the light on the eastern point of Tabisintac 
Gully; for Egmont Bay, in Prince Edward Island, the line from the 
light of Cape Egmont to the light of West Point; and off St. Ann’s 
Bay, in the Province of Nova Scotia, the line from the light at Point 
Anconi to the nearest point on the opposite shore of the mainland. 

For or near the following bays the limits of exclusion shall be three 
marine miles seawards from the following lines, namely: 


THE NORTH ATLANTIC COAST FISHERIES CASE 225 


For or near Barrington Bay, in Nova Scotia, the line from the light 
on Stoddard Island to the light on the south point of Cape Sable, 
thence to the light at Baccaro Point; at Chedabucto and St. Peter’s 
Bays, the line from Cranberry Island light to Green Island light, thence 
to Point Rouge; for Mira Bay, the line from the light on the east point 
of Scatary Island to the northeasterly point of Cape Morien. 

Long Island and Bryer Island, on St. Mary’s Bay, in Nova Scotia, 
shall, for the purpose of delimitation, be taken as the coasts of such 
bays. 

It is understood that the award does not cover Hudson Bay. 


ARTICLE 3 


It is further agreed that the delimitation of all or any of the bays 
on the coast of Newfoundland, whether mentioned in the recom- 
mendations or not, does not require consideration at present. 


ARTICLE 4 


The present agreement shall be ratified by the President of the 
United States, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate there- 
of, and by His Britannic Majesty, and the ratifications shall be ex- 
changed in Washington as soon as practicable. 

In faith whereof the respective plenipotentiaries have signed this 
agreement in duplicate and have hereunto affixed their seals. 

Done at Washington on the 20th day of July, one thousand nine 
hundred and twelve.) 

CHANDLER P. ANDERSON [SEAL] 
AtrreD MiTcHELL INNES [SEAL] 


THE ORINOCO STEAMSHIP COMPANY 
CASE 


between 
THE, UNITED STATES and VENEZUELA 


Decided October 25, 1910 


Syllabus 

This claim originated in a concession from Venezuela to one Ellis 
Grell, granted on January 17, 1894,? for the exclusive right to navigate 
the Orinoco River in steam vessels between Trinidad and Ciudad Boli- 
var. The contract embodying the concession contained the so-called 
Calvo clause, which provided that “questions and controversies which 
may arise with regard to the interpretation or execution of this con- 
tract shall be resolved by the tribunals of the Republic in accordance 
with its laws, and shall not in any case give occasion for international 
reclamations.” 

By subsequent assignment the Grell concession came into possession 
of the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company, a British corporation, 
the majority of the stock and bonds of which was held by American 
citizens. The Government of Venezuela became indebted to this com- 
pany for approximately half a million dollars for services rendered 
and damages sustained. An adjustment was effected on May 10, 1900, 
by which the concession was extended for a period of six years and 
the Government agreed to pay the company 100,000 bolivars ($19,200) 
in cash and a second sum of the same amount at a later date. The 
company, on its part, acknowledged as settled all its claims against the 
Government. The contract of settlement also contained the so-called 
Calvo clause. The first payment of 100,000 bolivars was duly made, 
but the second was not. 

On October 5, 1900, Venezuela opened the navigation of the Orinoco 
River to the commerce of all nations, thus destroying the monopoly 
claimed by the company as assignee of the Grell concession. This 
was done by repealing a decree promulgated on July 1, 1893? a few 
months before the original concession was granted, which closed the 
Orinoco to foreign trade. On December 14, 1901, the Venezuelan 
Government further cancelled the extension of the concession granted 
in accordance with the contract of settlement of May 10, 1900. The 
company’s efforts to obtain relief from the Government of Venezuela 
being unsuccessful, the matter was brought to the attention of the 
American and British Governments. Later, the American stock- 


1Post, p. 258. 2Post, p. 253. 
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holders of the British company organized an American corporation 
known as the Orinoco Steamship Company, which took over the busi- 
ness, assets and liabilities of the former company. The claims of the 
corporation taken over from the company for the payment overdue 
under the agreement of May 10, 1900, for damages arising from the 
annulment of the exclusive concession, for services rendered, imposts 
illegally exacted, for the use and detention of and damages to vessels, 
loss of earnings and counsel fees, amounting to approximately 
$1,400,000, were presented to the United States and Venezuelan claims 
commission under the protocol of February 17, 1903.1. The commis- 
sion assumed jurisdiction of the claims under the wording of the 
protocol, which included “all claims owned by citizens of the United 
States,” and the umpire, Dr. Barge, on February 22, 1904,? made an 
award in favor of the claimants, amounting to approximately $28,000, 
covering the detention and use of steamers, goods delivered to the 
Government and passages furnished it. 

Although the protocol provided that the decision of the commission 
and of the umpire should be final and conclusive, the United States 
protested the award on the grounds that it disregarded the terms of 
the protocol and contained essential errors of law and fact such as 
invalidated it in accordance with the principles of international law. 

After several years of negotiations about this and other claims, in 
the course of which diplomatic relations were severed, a protocol was 
signed on February 13, 1909,* which provided for the submission of 
the case to arbitration in the following form: 


The arbitral tribunal shall first decide whether the decision of um- 
pire Barge, in this case, in view of all the circumstances and under 
the principles of international law, is not void, and whether it must 
be considered so conclusive as to preclude a reexamination of the 
case on its merits. If the arbitral tribunal decides that said decision 
must be considered final, the case will be considered by the United 
States of America as closed; but on the other hand, if the arbitral 
tribunal decides that said decision of umpire Barge should not be 
considered as final, said tribunal shall then hear, examine and deter- 
mine the case and render its decision on the merits.* 


The tribunal, composed of three members selected from the Perma- 
vent Court of Arbitration at The Hague, none of whom could be a 
citizen of either of the contracting countries, was constituted as fol- 
lows: Heinrich Lammasch of Austria, Auguste M. F. Beernaert of 
Belgium, and Gonzalo de Quesada of Cuba. Its sessions began Sep- 
tember 28 and ended October 19, 1910, the decision being rendered on 
October 25, 1910. 

The tribunal held that, while on principle an arbitral decision should 
be accepted, respected and carried out without any reservation, in 


1Ante, p. 74. 2Post, p. 255. 8Post, p. 235. 4Posi, p. 236. 
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this case the parties had admitted in the protocol of submission that 
excess of jurisdiction and essential error nullified an arbitral judg- 
ment, and called upon the tribunal to decide whether the judgment of 
umpire Barge was not void, and, if so, to reexamine the case on its 
merits. The tribunal further held that the nullity of one claim in an 
arbitral award embracing several independent claims does not nullify 
the others. The tribunal then proceeded to examine each item con- 
sidered by the former award and decided as follows: 

The decision upon the claims based upon the annulment of the con- 
cession was not vitiated by excess of authority or essential error, and 
was therefore not subject to revision. 

In view of the express provisions of the agreement of submission 
of February 17, 1903, that the umpire was to decide according to 
absolute equity and without regard to objections of a technical nature 
or the provisions of local legislation, umpire Barge exceeded his juris- 
diction in rejecting the claim for payment due under the contract of 
May 10, 1900, because of the failure of the claimants to appeal to the 
Venezuelan courts, in accordance with the Calvo clause of the con- 
tracts, and to notify the Government of the assignment of the claim, 
in accordance with local law. The claim was declared to be well 
founded and accordingly allowed. 

The tribunal made the same holding with reference to claims for 
transportation of passengers and merchandise and for the retention 
and hire of steamers, which were disallowed by the former award 
because the claimants omitted to notify Venezuela of the assignment 
of them. 

The balance of the former decision with reference to the remaining 
claims was held not subject to reexamination or revision, except that 
a portion of the amount claimed for counsel fees and expenses of 
litigation was allowed. 

The claims allowed by the tribunal amounted to $64,412.59, in 
addition to the $28,224.93 allowed by the original decision, making 
a total recovery of $92,637.52, upon which interest was allowed at 
the rate of three per cent. 

With the above exceptions, the decision of umpire Barge was held 
to remain in full force and effect. 


AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the tribunal of arbitration constituted under an Agree- 
ment signed at Cardcas, February 13, 19009, between the United 
States of America and the United States of Venezuela.—The 
Hague, October 25, roro.* 


By an agreement signed at Caracas the 13th of February, 1909,” 
1Official report, p. 64. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 504. 
2Post, p. 235. 
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the United States of America and of Venezuela have agreed to 

submit to a tribunal of arbitration, composed of three arbitrators, 

chosen from the Permanent Court of Arbitration, a claim of the 

United States of America against the United States of Venezuela; 
This agreement states: 


The arbitral tribunal shall first decide whether the decision of 
umpire Barge,* in this case, in view of all the circumstances and 
under the principles of international law, is not void, and whether it 
must be considered to be so conclusive as to preclude a reexamina- 
tion of the case on its merits. If the arbitral tribunal decides that 
said decision must be considered final, the case will be considered 
by the United States of America as closed; but on the other hand, 
if the arbitral tribunal decides that said decision of umpire Barge 
should not be considered as final, the said tribunal shall then hear, 
examine and determine the case and render its decisions on its 
merits.’ 


In virtue of said agreement, the two Governments respectively 
have named as arbitrators the following members of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration: 

His Excellency Gonzalo de Quesada Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary of Cuba at Berlin, etc. ; 

His Excellency A. Beernaert, Minister of State, member of the 
Chamber of Representatives of Belgium, etc. ; 

And the arbitrators so designated, in virtue of said agreement, 
have named as umpire: 

Mr. H. Lammasch, professor in the University of Vienna, mem- 
ber of the Upper House of the Austrian Parliament, etc. ; 

The cases, counter-cases and conclusions have been duly sub- 
mitted to the arbitrators and communicated to the parties; 

The parties have both pleaded and replied, both having pleaded 
the merits of the case, as well as the previous question, and the dis- 
cussion was declared closed on October 19th, 1910; 

Upon which the tribunal, after mature deliberation, pronounces 


as follows: 
Whereas by the terms of an agreement dated February 17th, 


1Post, p. 255. 2Post, p. 236. 
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1903,1 a mixed commission was charged with the decision of all 
claims owned (poseidas) by citizens of the United States of America 
against the Republic of Venezuela, which shall not have been settled 
by a diplomatic agreement or by arbitration between the two Gov- 
ernments and which shall have been presented by the United States 
of America; an umpire, to be named by Her Majesty the Queen of 
the Netherlands, was eventually to give his final and conclusive 
decision (definitiva y concluyente) on any question upon which the 
commissioners might not have been able to agree; 

Whereas the umpire thus appointed, Mr. Barge, has pronounced 
on the said claims on the 22nd of February 1904; 

Whereas it is assuredly in the interest of peace and the develop- 
ment of the institution of international arbitration, so essential to 
the well-being of nations, that on principle, such a decision be ac- 
cepted, respected and carried out by the parties without any reser- 
vation, as it is laid down in Article 81 of the Convention for the 
pacific settlement of international disputes of October 18th, 1907; 
and besides no jurisdiction whatever has been instituted for recon- 
sidering similar decisions ; 

But whereas in the present case, it having been argued that the 
decision is void, the parties have entered into a new agreement 
under date of the 13th of February 1909, according to which, 
without considering the conclusive character of the first decision, 
this tribunal is called upon to decide whether the decision of umpire 
Barge, in virtue of the circumstances and in accordance with the 
principles of international law, be not void, and whether it must be 
considered so conclusive as to preclude a reexamination of the case 
on its merits; 

Whereas by the agreement of February 13th, 1909,? both parties 
have at least implicitly admitted, as vices involving the nullity of an 
arbitral decision, excessive exercise of jurisdiction and essential 
error in the judgment (exceso de poder y error esencial en el fallo) ; 

Whereas the plaintiff party alleges excessive exercise of jurisdic- 
tion and numerous errors in law and fact equivalent to essential 
error ; 


1An agreement providing for the creation of the mixed commission for the 
settlement of claims of citizens, corporations, etc., of the United States against 
Venezuela. See ante, p. 74. 

2Post, p. 235. 
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Whereas, following the principles of equity in accordance with 
law, when an arbitral award embraces several independent claims, 
and consequently several decisions, the nullity of one is without 
influence on any of the others, more especially when, as in the pres- 
ent case, the integrity and the good faith of the arbitrator are not 
questioned; this being ground for pronouncing separat.'y on each 
of the points at issue; 


I. As regards the 1,209,701.04 dollars: 


Whereas this tribunal is in the first place called upon to decide 
whether the award of the umpire is void, and whether it must be 
considered conclusive; and whereas this tribunal would have to de- 
cide on the merits of the case only if the umpire’s award be de- 
clared void; 

Whereas it is alleged that the umpire deviated from the terms 
of the agreement by giving an inexact account of the Grell contract 
and the claim based on it, and in consequence thereof fell into an 
essential error; but since the award reproduces said contract textu- 
ally and in its entire tenor; whereas it is scarcely admissible that 
the umpire should have misunderstood the text and should have 
exceeded his authority by pronouncing on a claim which had not 
been submitted to him, by failing to appreciate the connection be- 
tween the concession in question and exterior navigation, the umpire 
having decided in terminis, that “the permission to navigate these 
channels was only annexed to the permission to call at Trinidad” ; 

Whereas the appreciation of the facts of the case and the inter- 
pretation of the documents were within the competence of the um- 
pire and as his decisions, when based on such interpretation, are 
not subject to revision by this tribunal, whose duty it is not to say 
if the case had been well or ill judged, but whether the award must 
be annulled; that if an arbitral decision could be disputed on the 
ground of erroneous appreciation, appeal and revision, which the 
Conventions of The Hague of 1899 and 1907 made it their object to 
avert, would be the general rule; 

Whereas the point of view from which the umpire considered the 
claim of $513,000 (afterwards reduced in the conclusions of the 
United States of America to $335,000, and being part of said sum 
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of $1,209,701.04), is the consequence of his interpretation of the 
contract of May 10th, 1900, and of the relation between this contract 
and the decree of the same date; 

Whereas the circumstance that the umpire, not content to have 
based his award on his interpretation of the contracts, which of 
itself should be deemed sufficient, hes invoked other subsidiary rea- 
sons, of a rather more technical chavacter, can not vitiate his deci- 
sion; 


II. As regards the 19,200 dollars (100,000 bolivares) : 


Whereas the agreement of February 17th, 1903, did not invest the 
arbitrators with discretionary powers, but obliged them to give their 
decision on a basis of absolute equity without regard to objections 
of a technical nature, or to the provisions of local legislation (con 
arreglo absoluto 4 la equidad, sin reparar en objeciones técnicas, m 
en las disposiciones de la legislacién local) ; 

Whereas excessive exercise of power may consist, not only in 
deciding a question not submitted to the arbitrators, but also in 
misinterpreting the express provisions of the agreement in respect 
of the way in which they are to reach their decisions, notably with 
regard to the legislation or the principles of law to be applied; 

Whereas the only motives for the rejection of the claim for 
19,200 dollars are: 1st, the absence of all appeal to the Venezuelan 
courts of justice, and 2nd, the omission of any previous notification 
of cession to the debtor, it being evident that “the circumstance 
that the question might be asked if on the day this claim was filed, 
this indebtedness was proved compellable,”’ could not serve as a 
justification of rejection; 

Whereas it follows from the agreements of 1903 and 1909—on 
which the present arbitration is based—that the United States of 
Venezuela had by convention renounced invoking the provisions of 
Article 14 of the Grell contract and of Article 4 of the contract of 
May 10th, 1900, and as at the date of said arguments it was, in fact, 
certain that no lawsuit between the parties had been brought before 
the Venezuelan courts and as the maintenance of Venezuelan juris- 
diction with regard to these claims would have been incompatible 
and irreconcilable with the arbitration which had been instituted ; 
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Whereas there is a question not of the cession of a concession 
but of the cession of a debt, and as the omission to notify previously 
the cession of a debt constitutes but a failure to observe a prescrip- 
tion of local legislation, though a similar prescription also exists in 
other legislations, it can not be considered as required by absolute 
equity, at least when the debtor actually possessed knowledge of the 
cession and has paid neither the assignor nor the assignee; 


III. As regards the 147,638.79 dollars: 


Whereas with regard to the 1,053 dollars for the transport of 
passengers and merchandise in 1900 and the 25,845.20 dollars for 
the hire of the steamers Delta, Socorro, Masparro, Guanare, Heroe, 
from July 1900 to April 1902, the award of the umpire is based 
only on the omission of previous notification of the cession to the 
Government of Venezuela or of the acceptance by it, this means of 
defense being eliminated by the agreement, as mentioned before; 

Whereas the same might be said of the claim for 19,571.34 dollars 
for the restitution of national taxes, said to have been collected 
contrary to law, and of that of 3,509.22 dollars on account of the 
retention of the Bolivar; but as it has not been proved on the one 
hand that the taxes here under discussion belonged to those from 
which the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company was exempt, 
and on the other hand that the fact objected to proceeded from 
abuse of authority on the part of the Venezuelan consul; and as 
both claims must therefore be rejected on their merits, though on 
other grounds, the annulment of the award on this point would be 
without interest; 

Whereas the decision of the umpire, allowing 27,692.31 dollars 
instead of 28,461.53 dollars for the retention and hire of the Mas- 
parro and Socorro from March 21st to September 18th, 1902, as re- 
gards the 769.22 dollars disallowed, is based here also only on the 
omission of notification of the cession of the debt; 

Whereas the umpire’s decision with regard to the other claims 
included under this head for the period after April 1st, 1902, is based 
on a consideration of facts and’on an interpretation of legal prin- 
ciples which are subject neither to reéxamination nor to revision by 
this tribunal, the decisions awarded on these points not being void; 
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IV. As regards the 25,000 dollars: 


Whereas the claim for 25,000 dollars for counsel fees and ex- 
penses of litigation has ben disallowed by the umpire in consequence 
of the rejection of the greater part of the claims of the United 
States of America, and as by the present award some of these 
claims having been admitted it seems equitable to allow part of this 
sum, which the tribunal fixes ex aequo et bono at 7,000 dollars ; 

Whereas the Venezuelan law fixes the legal interest at 3% and 
as, under these conditions, the tribunal, though aware of the in- 
sufficiency of this percentage, can not allow more; 

For these reasons: 

The tribunal declares void the award of umpire Barge dated 
February 22nd, 1904, on the four following points: 

1°, as regards the 19,200 dollars ; 

2tasiregards thesnhos3 dollars ; 

3°, as regards the 25,845.20 dollars; 

4°, as regards the 769,22 dollars deducted from the claim 
for 28,461.53 dollars for the retention and hire of the Masparro and 
Socorro; 

And deciding, in consequence of the nullity thus recognized and 
by reason of the elements submitted to its appreciation : 

Declares these claims founded and allows to the United States 
of America, besides the sums allowed by the award of the umpire of 
February 22nd, 1904, the sums of : 

1°, 19,200 dollars ; 3°, 25,845.20 dollars; 

22 OSS dollars; 4°, 769.22 dollars; 
the whole with interest at 3 per cent from the date of the claim 
(June 16th, 1903), the whole to be paid within two months after the 
date of the present award; 

Allows besides for the indemnification of counsel fees and ex- 
penses of litigation 7,000 dollars; 

Rejects the claim for the surplus, the award of umpire Barge of 
February 22nd, 1904, preserving, save for the above points, its full 
and entire effect. 

Done at The Hague in the Permanent Court of Arbitration in 
triplicate original, October 25th, 1910. 

The President: LAMMASCH 
The Secretary General: MicHiELS VAN VERDUYNEN 
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AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Protocol of an agreement between the United States of America and 
the United States of Venezuela for the decision and adjustment 
of certain claims.—Signed at Carécas, February 13, 1909. 
William I. Buchanan, high commissioner, representing the Presi- 

dent of the United States of America, and Doctor Francisco Gonzalez 
Guinan, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the United States of Vene- 
zuela, duly authorized by General Juan Vicente Gomez, Vice-Presi- 
dent of the United States of Venezuela, in charge of the Presidency 
of the Republic, having exhibited to each other and found in due 
form their respective powers, and animated by the spirit of sincere 
friendship that has always existed and should exist between the two 
nations they represent, having conferred during repeated and lengthy 
conferences concerning the manner of amicably and equitably adjust- 
ing the differences existing between their respective Governments 
with regard to the claims pending between them since neither the 
United States of America nor the United States of Venezuela aspires 
to anything other than sustaining that to which in justice and equity 
it is entitled; and as a result of these conferences have recognized the 
great importance of arbitration as a means toward maintaining the 
good understanding which should exist and increase between their 
respective nations, and to the end of avoiding hereafter, so far as 
possible, differences between them, they believe it is from every point 
of view desirable that a treaty of arbitration shall be adjusted between 
their respective Governments. 

With respect to the claims that have been the subject of their long 
and friendly conferences, William I. Buchanan and Doctor Francisco 
Gonzalez Guinan have found that the opinions and views concerning 
them sustained by their respective Governments have been, and are, 
so diametrically opposed and so different that they have found it diff- 
cult to adjust them by common accord; wherefore it is necessary to 
resort to the conciliatory means of arbitration, a measure to which the 
two nations they represent are mutually bound by their signatures to 
the treaties of the Second Peace Conference at The Hague in 1907, 
and one which is recognized by the entire civilized world as the only 
satisfactory means of terminating international disputes. 

Being so convinced, and firm in their resolution not to permit, for 
any reason whatever, the cordiality that has always existed between 


1Official report, p. 1. For the Spanish text, see Appendix, p 508 
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their respective countries to be disturbed, the said William I. Buchanan 
and Doctor Francisco Gonzalez Guinan, thereunto fully authorized, 
have adjusted, agreed to and signed the present protocol for the set- 
tlement of the said claims against the United States of Venezuela, 
which are as follows: 

1. The claim of the United States of America on behalf of the 
Orinoco Steamship Company ; 

[Paragraphs Nos. 2 and 3 are omitted as they do not refer to the 
case of the Orinoco Steamship Company. ] 


ARTICLE 1 


With respect to the first of these claims, that of the Orinoco Steam- 
ship Company, the United States of Venezuela has upheld the immu- 
tability of the arbitral decision of umpire Barge, rendered in this case, 
alleging that said decision does not suffer from any of the causes 
which by universal jurisprudence give rise to its nullity, but rather 
that it is of an unappealable character, since the compromis of arbitra- 
tion can not be considered as void, nor has there been an excessive 
exercise of jurisdiction, nor can the corruption of the judges be al- 
leged, nor an essential error in the judgment; while on the other 
hand, the United States of America, citing practical cases, among 
them the case of the revision, with the consent of the United States 
of America, of the arbitral awards rendered by the American-Vene- 
zuelan mixed commission created by the Convention of April 25, 
1866, and basing itself on the circumstances of the case, considering 
the principles of international law and of universal jurisprudence, has 
upheld not only the admissibility but the necessity of the revision of 
said award; in consequence of this situation, William I. Buchanan 
and Doctor Francisco Gonzalez Guinan, in the spirit that has marked 
their conferences, have agreed to submit this case to the elevated 
criterion of the arbitral tribunal created by this protocol, in the fol- 
lowing form: 

The arbitral tribunal shall first decide whether the decision of um- 
pire Barge, in this case, in view of all the circumstances and under 
the principles of international law, is not void, and whether it must 
be considered so conclusive as to preclude a reexamination of the case 
on its merits. If the arbitral tribunal decides that said decision must 
be considered final, the case will be considered by the United States 
of America as closed; but on the other hand, if the arbitral tribunal 
decides that said decision of umpire Barge should not be considered 
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as final, said arbitral tribunal shall then hear, examine and determine 
the case and render its decision on the merits. 


[Articles 2 and 3 are omitted, as they do not refer to the case of the 
Orinoco Steamship Company. |] 


ARTICLE 4 


The United States of America and the United States of Venezuela 
having, at the Second Peace Conference held at The Hague in 1907, 
accepted and recognized the Permanent Court of The Hague, it is 
agreed that the cases mentioned in Articles 1, 2 and 3 of this protocol, 
that is to say, the case of the Orinoco Steamship Company, that of the 
Orinoco Corporation and of its predecessors in interest and that of 
the United States and Venezuela Company, shall be submitted to the 
jurisdiction of an arbitral tribunal composed of three arbitrators chosen 
from the above-mentioned Permanent Court of The Hague. 

No member of said Court who is a citizen of the United States of 
America or of the United States of Venezuela shall form part of said 
arbitral tribunal, and no member of said Court can appear as counsel 
for either nation before said tribunal. 

This arbitral tribunal shall sit at The Hague. 


ARTICLE 5 


The said arbitral tribunal shall, in each case submitted to it, deter- 
mine, decide and make its award, in accordance with justice and 
equity. Its decisions in each case shall be accepted and upheld by the 
United States of America and the United States of Venezuela as final 
and conclusive. 


ARTICLE 6 


In the presentation of the cases to the arbitral tribunal both parties 
may use the French, English or Spanish language. 


ARTICLE 7 


Within eight months from the date of this protocol, each of the 
parties shall present to the other and to each of the members of the 
arbitral tribunal, two printed copies of its case, with the documents 
and evidence on which it relies, together with the testimony of its 
respective witnesses. 
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Within an additional term of four months, either of the parties 
may in like manner present a counter-case with documents and addi- 
tional evidence and depositions, in answer to the case, documents, 
evidence and depositions of the other party. 

Within sixty days from the expiration of the time designated for 
the filing of the counter-cases, each Government may, through its 
representative, make its arguments before the arbitral tribunal, either 
orally or in writing, and each shall deliver to the other copies of any 
arguments thus made in writing, and each party shall have a right 
to reply in writing, provided such reply be submitted within the sixty 
days last named. 

ARTICLE 8 


All public records and documents under the control or at the dis- 
posal of either Government or in its possession, relating to the matters 
in litigation shall be accessible to the other, and, upon request, certi- 
fied copies of them shall be furnished. The documents which each 
party produces in evidence shall be authenticated by the respective 
Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


ARTICLE 9 


All pecuniary awards that the arbitral tribunal may make in said 
cases shall be in gold coin of the United States of America, or in its 
equivalent in Venezuelan money, and the arbitral tribunal shall fix 
the time of payment, after consultation with the representatives of the 
two countries. 

ARTICLE 10 


It is agreed that within six months from the date of this protocol, 
the Government of the United States of America and that of the 
United States of Venezuela shall communicate to each other, and to 
the Bureau of the Permanent Court at The Hague, the name of the 
arbitrator they select from among the members of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration. 

Within sixty days thereafter the arbitrators shall meet at The 
Hague and proceed to the choice of the third arbitrator in accordance 
with the provisions of Article 45 of The Hague Convention for the 
peaceful settlement of international disputes, referred to herein. 

Within the same time each of the two Governments shall deposit 
with the said Bureau the sum of fifteen thousand francs on account 
of the expenses of the arbitration provided for herein, and from time 
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to time thereafter they shall in like manner deposit such further sums 
as may be necessary to defray said expenses. 

The arbitral tribunal shall meet at The Hague twelve months from 
the date of this protocol to begin its deliberations and to hear the 
arguments submitted to it. Within sixty days after the hearings are 
closed its decisions shall be rendered. 


ARTICLE 11 


Except as provided in this protocol the arbitral procedure shall con- 
form to the provisions of the Convention for the peaceful settlement 
of international disputes, signed at The Hague on October 18, 1907, 
to which both parties are signatory, and especially to the provisions 
of Chapter III thereof. 

ARTICLE 12 


It is hereby understood and agreed that nothing herein contained 
shall preclude the United States of Venezuela, during the period of 
five months from the date of this protocol, from reaching an amicable 
adjustment with either or both of the claimant companies referred to 
in Articles 2 and 3 herein, provided that in each case wherein a settle- 
ment may be reached, the respective company shall first have obtained 
the consent of the Government of the United States of America. 

The undersigned, William I. Buchanan and Francisco Gonzalez 
Guinan, in the capacity which each holds, thus consider their confer- 
ences with respect to the differences between the United States of 
America and the United States of Venezuela as closed, and sign two 
copies of this protocol of the same tenor and to one effect, in both 
the English and Spanish languages, at Caracas, on the thirteenth day 
of February one thousand nine hundred and nine. 

WixiiAmM I. BUCHANAN [SEAL] 
F. GonzALez GuInAN [SEAL] 


1Articles 2 and 3 not printed, as they have no bearing on the Orinoco Steam- 
ship Company Case. 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Opinion of Mr. Bainbridge, in the original Orinoco Steamship Com- 
pany Case before the United States and Venezuelan Claims Com- 
mission of 1903.1 
Inasmuch as, by reason of a disagreement between the commission- 

ers, this claim is to be submitted to the umpire, to whom in such case 
the protocol exclusively confides its decision, the commissioner on the 
part of the United States limits himself to the consideration of certain 
questions which have been raised by the respondent Government, 
affecting the competency of the commission to determine this very 
important claim. 

It may be presumed that in framing the convention establishing the 
commission, the high contracting parties had clearly in view the scope 
of the jurisdiction to be conferred upon it and deliberately chose, in 
order to define that scope, the words most appropriate to that end. 

Article 1 of the protocol defines the jurisdiction of the commission 
in the following terms: 


All claims owned by citizens of the United States of America 
against the Republic of Venezuela which have not been settled 
by diplomatic agreement or by arbitration between the two Gov- 
ernments, and which shall have been presented to the commission 
hereinafter named by the Department of State of the United 
States or its legation at Caracas, shall be examined and decided 
by a mixed commission, which shall sit at Caracas, and which 
shall consist of two members, one of whom is to be appointed 
by the President of the United States and the other by the 
President of Venezuela. It is agreed that an umpire may be 
named by the Queen of the Netherlands.” 


The protocol was signed at Washington on behalf of the respective 
Governments on the 17th of February, 1903. In view of the explicit 
language of the article quoted above, it would seem too clear for argu- 
ment that the contracting parties contemplated and agreed to the 
submission to this tribunal of all claims, not theretofore settled by 
diplomatic agreement or by arbitration, which were on that date owned 
by citizens of the United States against the Republic of Venezuela. 

The Orinoco Steamship Company is a corporation organized and 
existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of New Jersey. 
It is the successor in interest, by deed of assignment dated April 1st, 


1United States and Venezuela Arbitration at The Hague, Appendix to the Case 
of the United States, vol. i, p. 654. 
2Ante, p. 74. 
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1902, of the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company, Limited, a 
company limited by shares, organized under the English companies 
acts of 1862 to 1893, and duly registered in the office of the register of 
joint stock companies, London, England, on the 14th day of July, 
1898. Among other of the assets transferred by the said deed of 
assignment were “all franchises, concessions, grants made in favor of 
the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company, Limited, by the Repub- 
lic of Venezuela, particularly the concession granted by the Govern- 
ment of Venezuela for navigation by steamer from Ciudad Bolivar to 
Maracaibo, made originally by the national Executive with Manuel 
Antonio Sanchez, and approved by Congress on the 8th day of June, 
1894,” and “all claims and demands existing in favor of the Orinoco 
Shipping and Trading Company, Limited, against the Republic of 
Venezuela.” The claims and demands referred to constitute in the 
main the claim here presented on behalf of the Orinoco Steamship 
Company. 
The learned counsel for Venezuela contends that: 


At the time when the acts occurred which are the basis of the 
claim, the Orinoco Steamship Company did not exist and could not 
have had any rights before coming into existence, and in order 
that it might be protected to-day by the United States of America 
it would be necessary, in accordance with the stipulations of the 
protocol, that the damages, in the event of being a fact, should 
have been suffered by an American citizen, not that they should 
have been suffered by a third party of different nationality and 
later transferred to an American citizen; such a proceeding is 
completely opposed to equity and to the spirit of the protocol. 


In the case of Abbiatti vs. Venezuela before the United States and 
Venezuelan Claims Commission of 1890, the question arose whether the 
claimant, not having been a citizen of the United States at the time of 
the occurrences complained of, had a standing in court; and it was held 
that under the treaty claimants must have been citizens of the United 
States “at least when the claims arose.” This was declared to be the 
“settled doctrine.” Mr. Commissioner Little in his opinion says: 


As observed elsewhere, the infliction of a wrong upon a State’s 
own citizen is an injury to it, and in securing redress it acts in 
discharge of its own obligations and, in a sense, in its own inter- 
est. This is the key—subject, of course, to treaty terms—for 
the determination of such jurisdictional questions: Was the plain- 
tiff State injured? It was not, when the person wronged was 
at the time a citizen of another State. Naturalization transfers 
allegiance, but not existing State obligations. 
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It is to be observed that in attempting to lay down a rule applicable 
to the case, the commission is careful to make the significant reserva- 
tion that the rule enunciated is “subject of course to treaty terms.” 
It does not deny the competency of the high contracting parties to 
provide for the exercise of a wider jurisdiction by appropriate terms 
in a treaty. And that is precisely what has been done here. The 
unequivocal terms employed in the present protocol were manifestly 
chosen to confer jurisdiction of all claims owned (on February 17, 
1903) by the citizens of the United States against the Republic of Vene- 
zuela, presented to the commission by the Department of State of the 
United States or its legation at Caracas. Under these treaty terms, 
the key to such a jurisdictional question as that under consideration 
is the ownership of the claim by a citizen of the United States of 
America on the date the protocol was signed. 

The present claim, together with other assets of the Orinoco Ship- 
ping and Trading Company, Limited, was acquired by valid deed of 
assignment by the Orinoco Steamship Company, a citizen of the United 
States, on April Ist, 1902, long prior to the signing of the protocol, and 
is therefore cleagly within the jurisdiction of this commission. 

Pursuant to the requirement of the convention, the commissioners 
and the umpire, before assuming the functions of their office took a 
solemn oath carefully to examine and impartially decide according to 
justice and the provisions of the convention all claims submitted to 
them. Undoubtedly the first question to be determined in relation 
to each claim presented is whether or not it comes within the terms of 
the treaty. If it does, the jurisdiction of the commission attaches. 


Jurisdiction is the power to hear and determine a cause; it is 
coram judice whenever a case is presented which brings this 
power into action. United States vs. Arredondo, 6 Pet., 691. 


Thenceforward the commission is directed by the protocol and is 
bound by its oath carefully to examine and impartially to decide in 
conformity with the principles of justice and the rules of equity all 
questions arising in the claim, and its decision is declared to be final 
and conclusive. 

The jurisdiction exercised by this commission is derived from a 
solemn compact between independent nations. It supersedes all other 
jurisdictions in respect of all matters properly within its scope. It 
can not be limited or defeated by any prior agreement of the parties 
litigant to refer their contentions to the local tribunals. Local juris- 
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diction is displaced by international arbitration; private agreement is 
superseded by public law or treaty. 

As to every claim fairly within the treaty terms, therefore, the func- 
tions of this commission, under its fundamental law and under its 
oath, are not fulfilled until to its careful examination there is added an 
impartial decision upon its merits. It can not deny the benefit of its 
jurisdiction to any claimant in whose behalf the high contracting par- 
ties have provided this international tribunal. Jurisdiction assumed, 
some decision, some final and conclusive action in the exercise of its 
judicial power is incumbent upon the commission. Mr. Commissioner 
Gore in the case of the Betsy, before the United States and British 
Commission of 1794, well said: 


To refrain from acting when our duty calls us to act, is as 
wrong as to act where we have no authority. We owe it to the 
respective Governments to refuse a decision in cases not submitted 
to us; we are under equal obligation to decide on those cases 
that are within the submission. 3 Moore, Int. Arb., 2290. 


Finally, the protocol imposes upon this tribunal the duty of deciding 
all claims “upon a basis of absolute equity, without regard to objec- 
tions of a technical nature, or of the provisions of local legislation.” 
Clearly the high contracting parties had in view the substance and not 
the shadow of justice. They sought to make the remedies to be 
afforded by the commission dependent not upon the niceties of legal 
refinement, but upon the very right of the case. The vital question in 
this, as in every other claim before this tribunal, is whether and to 
what extent citizens of the United States of America have suffered loss 
or injury; and whether and to what extent the Government of Vene- 
zuela is responsible therefor. 


Opinion of Mr. Grisanti, in the original Orinoco Steamship Company 
Case before the United States and Venezuelan Claims Commission 


of 1903. 
The Orinoco Steamship Company, Limited, demands payment of 
the Government of Venezuela for four claims, as follows: 


1United States and Venezuela Arbitration at the Hague, Appendix to the Case 
of the United States, vol. i, p. 670. : 

Attention is called to the fact that the amounts claimed (U. S. money) as 
here given differ from the amounts given in the arbitral award. This discrepancy 
is probably due to errors in calculation, the amounts in bolivars being identical 


in all cases. 
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Ist. For $1,209,701.05 which sum the claimant company reckons 
as due for damages and losses caused by the Executive decree of Octo- 
ber 5, 1900, said decree having, as the company affirms, annulled its 
contract-concession celebrated on May 26, 1894. The company deems 
as a reasonable value of the contract $82,432.78 per annum. 

2nd. For $147,638.79 at which the claimant company estimates 
the damages and losses sustained during the last revolution, including 
services rendered to the Government of the Republic. 

3rd. For 100,000 bolivars, or $19,219.19 overdue on account of the 
transaction celebrated on May 10, 1900. 

4th. For $25,000 for counsel fees and expenses incurred in car- 
rying out said claims. 

The forementioned claims are held by the Orinoco Steamship Com- 
pany, a corporation of American citizenship, organized and existing 
under and pursuant to the provision of an act of the legislature of the 
State of New Jersey as assignee and successor of the Orinoco Shipping 
and Trading Company Limited, of English nationality, organized in 
conformity with the respective laws of Great Britain. 

And in fact, it has always been the Orinoco Shipping and Trading 
Company Limited which has dealt and contracted with the Govern- 
ment of Venezuela, as evidenced by the documents and papers relating 
thereto. In case the forementioned claims be considered just and 
correct, the rights from which they arise were originally invested in 
the juridical character (persona juridica) of the Orinoco Shipping and 
Trading Company Limited; and its claims are for the first time 
presented to this mixed commission by and on behalf of the Orinoco 
Steamship Company, as its assignee and successor, in virtue of an 
assignment and transfer which appears in Exhibit No. 3 annexed to 
the memorial in pages 51 to 59 of the same, and in the reference to 
which assignment we shall presently make some remarks. 

Before stating an opinion in regard to the grounds of said claims, 
the Venezuelan commissioner holds that this commission has no juris- 
diction to entertain them. Said objection was made by the honorable 
agent for Venezuela prior to discussing the claims in themselves, and 
as the Venezuelan commissioner considers such objection perfectly well 
founded he adheres to it and will furthermore state the powerful rea- 
sons on which he considers said objection to be founded. 

It is a principle of international law, universally admitted and prac- 
ticed, that for collecting a claim protection can only be tendered by the 
Government of the nation belonging to the claimant who originally 
acquired the right to claim, or in other words that an international 
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claim must be held by the person who has retained his own citizenship 
since said claim arose up to the date of its final settlement, and that 
only the government of such person’s country is entitled to demand 
payment for the same, acting on behalf of the claimant. Furthermore, 
the original owner of the claims we are analyzing was the Orinoco 
Shipping and Trading Company Limited—an English company; and 
that which demands their payment is the Orinoco Steamship Company 
Limited—an American company; and as claims do not change na- 
tionality for the mere fact of their future owners having a different 
citizenship, it is as clear as daylight that this Venezuelan-American 
Mixed Commission has no jurisdiction for entertaining said claims. 
The doctrine which I hold has also been sustained by important de- 
cisions awarded by international arbitrators. 

Albino Abbiatti applied to the Venezuelan-American Mixed Com- 
mission of 1890, claiming to be paid several amounts which in his opin- 
ion the Government of Venezuela owed him. The acts alleged as the 
grounds for the claims took place in 1863 and 1864, at which time 
Abbiatti was an Italian subject, and it appears that subsequently, in 
1866, he became a United States citizen. The commission disallowed 
the claim, declaring its want of jurisdiction to entertain said claim for 
the following reasons: 


Has the claimant then, not having been a citizen of the United 
States at the time of the occurrences complained of, a standing 
here? The question is a jurisdictional one. The treaty provides: 
“All claims on the part of corporations, companies or individuals, 
citizens of the United States, upon the Government of Venezuela 
2 shall be submitted to a new commission, etc.” Citizens 
when? In claims like this they must have been citizens at least 
when the claims arose. Such is the settled doctrine. The plaintiff 
State is not a claim agent. As observed elsewhere, the infliction 
of a wrong upon a state’s own citizen is an injury to it, and in 
securing redress it acts in discharge of its own obligation and, 
in a sense, in its own interest. This is the key—subject, of course, 
to treaty terms—for the determination of such jurisdictional ques- 
tions: Was the plaintiff State injured? It was not, where the 
person wronged was at the time a citizen of another state, 
although afterwards becoming its own citizen. The injury there 
was to the other state. Naturalization transfers allegiance, but 
not existing state obligations. Abbiatti could not impose upon the 
United States, by becoming its citizen, Italy’s existing duty toward 
him. This is not a case of uncompleted wrong at the time of 
citizenship, or of one continuous in its nature. _ 

The commission has no jurisdiction of the claim for want of 
required citizenship, and it is therefore dismissed. (United States 
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and Venezuelan Claims Committee. Claim of Albina Abbiatti 
vs. The Republic of Venezuela, No. 34, p. 84.) 


In the case mentioned Abbiatti had always owned the claim; but as 
he was an Italian subject when the damage occurred, the commission 
declared it had no jurisdiction to entertain said claim, notwithstand- 
ing that at the time of applying to the commission he had become a 
citizen of the United States. 

Article 1 of the protocol signed at Washington on February 17 of 
the current year says, textually, as follows: 


All claims owned by citizens of the United States of America 
against the Republic of Venezuela which have not been settled by 
diplomatic agreement or by arbitration between the two Govern- 
ments, and which shall have been presented to the commission 
hereinafter named by the Department of State of the United States 
or its legation at Caracas, shall Ds examined and decided by a 
mixed commission, etc. 


Owned when? we beg to ask, in our turn, as in the above-inserted 
decision. Owned ab initio, that is to say, owned since the moment 
when the right arose up to the moment of applying with it to this 
mixed commission. The verb “to own” means to possess, and as 
used in the protocol signifies “being the original proprietor” ; therefore 
it will not suffice that the claim be possessed by a citizen of the United 
States at the time the protocol was signed; the jurisdiction of this 
commission requires that the right should have risen in the citizen of 
the United States and that said citizen shall never have failed to be 
the owner of such a right. Thus and thus only could the Govern- 
ment of the United States protect the claimant company ; thus, and on 
such conditions alone, would this commission have jurisdiction to 
entertain said claims. 

If the clause, “All claims owned by citizens of the United States 
of America,” etc., were considered doubtful, and consequently should. 
require interpretation, it ought undoubtedly to be given in accordance 
with the forementioned universal principle—the basis of this state- 
ment—and not in opposition to it. Derogation of a principle of law 
in a judicial document has to be most clearly expressed ; otherwise, the 
principle prevails, and the protocol must be interpreted accordingly. 


While in some of the earlier cases the decisions as to what con- 
stituted citizenship within the meaning of the convention were 
exceptional, it was uniformly held that such citizenship was nec- 
essary when the claim was presented as well as when it arose. 
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Numerous claims were dismissed on the ground that the claimant 
was not a citizen when the claim arose. The assignment of a claim 
to an American citizen was held not to give the commission juris- 
diction. 

An American woman who was married in July 1861 to a 
British subject in Mexico was held not to be competent to appear 
before the commission as a claimant in respect of damage done 
by the Mexican authorities in November 1861 to the estate of 
her former husband, though her second husband had in 1866 be- 
come a citizen of the United States by naturalization. On the other 
hand, where the nationality of the owner of a ¢laim, originally 
American or Mexican, had for any cause changed, it was held that 
the claim could not be entertained. Thus, where the ancestor, 
who was the original owner, had died, it was held that the heir 
could not appear as a claimant unless his nationality was the same 
as that of his ancestor. The person who had the “right to the 
award” must, it was further held, be considered as the “real claim- 
ant” by the commission, and, whoever he might be, must “prove 
himself to be a citizen” of the government “by which the claim 
was presented.” (Moore, International Arbitrations, vol. 2, p. 
£859.) 


In the memorial (No. 4) it is affirmed that 99 per cent of the total 
capital stock of the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company, Limited, 
was owned by citizens of the United States of America, but this cir- 
cumstance, even if it were proved, does not deprive said company of 
its British nationality, on account of its being organized, according to 
the referred-to memorial, under the English companies acts of 1862 to 
1893 and duly registered in the office of the register of joint stock 
companies, London, on the 14th of July, 1898. The fact is that lim- 
ited companies owe their existence to the law in conformity to which 
they have been organized, and consequently their nationality can be 
no other than that of said law. The conversion of said company, 
which is English, into the present claimant company, which is North 
American, can have no retroactive effect in giving this tribunal juris- 
diction for entertaining claims which were originally owned by the 
first-mentioned company, as that would be to overthrow or infringe 
fundamental principles. 


Naturalization not retroactive. Without discussing here the 
theory about the retroactive effect of naturalization for certain 
purposes, I believe it can be safely denied in the odious matter 
of injuries and damages. A government may resent an indignity 
or injustice done to one of its subjects, but it would be absurd 
to open an asylum to all who have, or believe they have, received 
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some injury or damage at the hands of any existing government, 
to come and be naturalized for the effect of obtaining redress for 
all their grievances. (Moore, work cited, vol. 3, p. 2483.) 


The three quotations inserted hold and sanction the principle that, 
in order that the claimant might allege his rights before a mixed claims 
commission organized by the government of his country and that of 
the owing nation, it is necessary that the claim should always have be- 
longed to him and that he should never have changed his nationality. 
And this principle demands that this commission should declare its 
want of jurisdiction, whether the two companies be considered as dif- 
ferent juridical characters (personas juridicas) and that the claimant 
is a successor of the other, or whether they be considered as one and the 
same, having changed nationality. 

I now beg to refer to another matter—to the analysis of the judicial 
value of the deed of assignment. 

In the first number of the exhibit “The Orinoco Shipping and Trad- 
ing Company” appears selling to “The Orinoco Steamship Company,” 
which is the claimant, the nine steamships named, respectively, Boli- 
var, Manzanares, Delta, Apure, Guunare, Socorro, Masparro, Heroe, 
and Morganito. These steamships were destined for coastal service or 
cabotaje, some to navigate the rivers of Guanare, Cojedes, Portuguesa, 
and Masparro from Ciudad Bolivar up to the mouth of the Uribante 
River (Olachea contract of June 27, 1891), and others to navigate 
between said Ciudad Bolivar and Maracaibo, and to call at the ports 
of La Vela, Puerto Cabello, La Guaira, Guanta, Puerto Sucre, and 
Cartpano (Grell contract, June 8, 1894); this line was granted the 
option of calling at the ports of Curagao and Trinidad while the Gov- 
ernment fixes definitely the transshipment ports for merchandise from 
abroad, and while they are making the necessary installations. (Ar- 
ticle 12.) 

However, the coastal trade can only be carried on by ships of Vene- 
zuelan nationality, in conformity with Article 1, Law XVIII, of the 
Financial Code, which provides that— 


Internal maritime trade of cabotaje or coastal service is that 
which is carried on between the open ports of Venezuela and other 
parts of the continent, as well as between the banks of its lakes 
and rivers, in national ships, whether laden with foreign merchan- 
dise for which duties have been paid, or with native goods or pro- 
ductions. (Comercio de Cabotaje, p. 87.) 


THE ORINOCO STEAMSHIP COMPANY CASE 249 


And if we further add that the steamers were obliged to navigate 
under the Venezuelan flag (Article 2 of the Grell contract), as in fact 
they did, the result is that said steamers are Venezuelan by national- 
ization, wherefore the assignment of said steamers alleged by the 
Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company, Limited, to the claimant 
company is absolutely void and of no value, owing to the fact that the 
stipulations provided by the Venezuelan law (here inserted) for the 
validity of such an assignment were not fulfilled. 


Law XXXIII (Financial Code) on the Nationalization of Ships 


oo Ist. The following alone will be held as national ships: 
ST. ; 

2ND. 

3RD. ‘ : ; 3 b 

4TH. Those nationalized according to law. 

ARTICLE OTH. : : : ; : : E 

The guaranty given for the proper use of the flag must be 
to the satisfaction of the custom-house. The property deed must 
be registered at the office of the place where the purchase takes 
place, and if such purchase is made in a foreign country a certi- 
ficate of the same, signed by the Venezuelan consul and by the 
harbor master, shall have to be sent, drawn on duly stamped paper. 

ARTICLE 12TH. When a ship, or part thereof, is to be assigned, 
a new patent must be obtained by the assignee, after having pre- 
sented the new title deeds to the custom-house and receiving 
therefrom the former patent, stating measurements and tonnage 
therein contained, in order to obtain said patent. 


The assignment of the forementioned steamer is, to the Government 
of Venezuela, void and of no value or effect whatever. 

In Exhibit No. 2 “The Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company 
Limited” appears as assigning several immovable properties situated in 
the Territorio Federal Amazonas of the Republic of Venezuela to the 
claimant company, and the title deed has not been registered at the 
sub-register office of said Territory, as prescribed by the Venezuelan 
Civil Code in the following provisions: 


ARTICLE 1883. Registration must be made at the proper office of 
the department, district, or canton where the immovable property 
which has caused the deed is situated. 

ARTICLE 1888. In addition to those deeds which, by special de- 
cree, are subject to the formalities of registration, the following 


must be registered: 
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Ist. All acts between living beings, due to gratuitous, onerous, 
or assignment title deeds of immovable or other property or rights 
susceptible of hypothecation. 


In Exhibit No. 3, the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company 
Limited appears assigning the Olachea contract of June 27, 1891, and 
the Grell contract of June 8, 1894. In assigning the first of these the 
approval of the Venezuelan Government was not obtained, either 
before or after, thereby infringing the following provision : 


This contract may be transferred wholly or in part to any other 
person or corporation upon previous approval of the Nationa! 
Government. 


In assigning the second the stipulation provided in Article 13 of 
giving previous notice to the Government was infringed. If any 
argument could be made in regard to the annuiment of the latter 
assignment, there is no doubt whatever in regard to the annulment of 
the former, whereas in the foregoing provision the Government re- 
serves the right of being a contracting party in the assignment, and 
consequently said assignment, without the previous consent of the 
Government, is devoid of judicial efficacy. 

The assignment of those contracts is, therefore, of no value for the 
Government of Venezuela. 

The fifth paragraph of the same refers to the assignment which “The 
Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company Limited” intended to make 
to “The Orinoco Steamship Company” of all claims and demands exist- 
ing in favor of the party of the first part, either against the Republic 
of Venezuela or against any individuals, firms, or corporations. This 
transfer of credits, which are not specified nor even declared, and 
which has not been notified to the Government, is absolutely irregular, 
and lacks judicial efficacy with regard to all parties except the assignor 
and assignee companies, in conformity with Article 1496 of the Civil 
Code, which provides as follows: 


An assignee has no rights against third parties until after the 
assignment has been notified to the debtor, or when said debtor 
has accepted said assignment. 


The foregoing article is, in substance, identical to Article 1690 of the 
French Civil Code, and in reference thereto Baudry-Lacantinerie says 
that— 
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Les formalités prescrites par l’art. 1690 ont pour but de donner a 
la cession une certaine publicité, et c’est pour ce motif que la loi 
fait de leur accomplissement une condition de l’investiture du 
cessionnaire a l’égard des tiers. Les tiers sont réputés ignorer la 
cession, tant qu’elle n’a pas été rendue publique par la signification 
du transport ou par l’acceptation authentique du cédé; voila pour- 
quoi elle ne leur devient opposable qu’a date de l’accomplissement 
de l'une ou de l’autre de ces formalités. (Précis du Droit Civil. 
Tome troisiéme, p. 394, numero 624.) 

Quelles sont les personnes que l’article 1690 désigne sous le nom 
de tiers, et a l’€gard desquelles le cessionnaire n’est saisi que par la 
notification ou l’acceptation authentique du transport? Ce sont tous 
ceux qui n’ont pas été parties a la cession et qui ont un in- 
térét légitime a la connaitre et a la contester, c’est-a-dire: 1. le 
cédé; 2. tous ceux qui ont acquis du chef du cédant des droits sur 
la créance cédée; 3. les créanciers chirographaires du cédant. 

1. Le débiteur cédé—Jusqu’a ce que le transport lui ait été 
notifé ou qu’il l’ait accepté, le débiteur cédé a le droit de con- 
sidérer le cédant comme étant le véritable titulaire de la créance. 
La loi nous fournit trois applications de ce principe. (Baudry- 
Lacantinerie, work and vol. quoted, p. 395. See also Laurent, 
“Principes de Droit Civil,” vol. 24, p. 472.)# 


I do not expect that the foregoing arguments will be contested, hav- 
ing recourse to the following provision of the protocol: 


The commissioners, or in case of their disagreement, the umpire, 
shall decide all claims upon a basis of absolute equity, without 
regard to objections of a technical nature or of the provisions of 
local legislation. 


1TRANSLATION: The formalities prescribed by Article 1690 are for the pur- 
pose of giving a certain publicity to the assignment, and it is for this reason 
that the law makes their fulfilment a condition to the investiture of the assignee 
as regards third parties. Third parties are supposed to know nothing of the 
assignment so long as it has not been made public by the notice of conveyance 
or by the authentic acceptance of the debtor whose debt is assigned; this is why 
it can be alleged against them only after the fulfilment of one or the other of 
these formalities. F F 

Who are these persons designated by Article 1690 by the name of third parties 
and with respect to whom the debtor whose debt is assigned is only responsible 
upon notice or the authentic acceptance of the conveyance? They are all those 
who have not been parties to the assignment and who have a legitimate interest 
in knowing about it and opposing it; that is to say: (1) the debtor whose debt 
is assigned; (2) all those who have acquired through the assignor rights to the 
claim assigned; (3) the creditors holding debts against the assignor in writing. 

The debtor whose debt is assigned. Until he has been notified of the con- 
veyance or has accepted it the debtor whose debt is assigned has a right to 
consider the assignor as being the true owner of the claim. The law furnishes 
us three applications of this principle. 
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If such a broad sense were given to this clause in regard to all cases 
as to bar any consideration for Venezuelan law, it would not only be 
absurd, but monstrous. Such, however, can not be the case. How 
could a claim possibly be disallowed on the grounds of the claimant 
being a Venezuelan citizen without invoking the Venezuelan law, 
which bestows upon him said citizenship? How in certain commissions 
could Venezuela have been exempted from having to pay for damages 
caused by revolutionists if the judicial principles which establish such 
exemption had not been pleaded? Said clause provides that no regard 
shall be had to objections of a technical nature, or of the provisions 
of local legislation, whenever such objections impair principles of 
equity, but when, in compliance with said principles, to disregard those 
objections would be to overthrow equity itself, and equity has to be 
the basis for all the decisions of this commission. In the present in- 
stance conformity exists between the one and the others. And in 
merely adding that the majority of the cited provisions are in reference 
to contracts, it is understood that their basis has been equity and not 
rigorous law. On the other hand, if this commission were to decide 
upon paying an award for a claim which the claimant company is 
not properly entitled to, through not being the owner thereof, it would 
be a contention against the precepts of equity. 

In view, therefore, of the substantial irregularities of the deed of 
assignment and transfer, the Government of Venezuela has a perfect 
right to consider ‘““The Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company Lim- 
ited” as the sole owner of the claims analyzed, and whereas said com- 
pany is of British nationality, this Venezuelan-American Mixed Com- 
mission has no jurisdiction to entertain the claim mentioned. 

The incompetency of this commission has been perfectly established. 
I shall now analyze the claims themselves. The Orinoco Steamship 
Company holds that the Executive decree promulgated on October 5, 
1900, allowing the free navigation of the Macareo and, Pedernales 
channels, annulled its contract concession of May 26, 1894, which con- 
tract the claimant company considered as granting it the exclusive 
right to carry on foreign trade through said channels. The company 
states as follows: 


Since said 16th day of December, A. D. 1901, notwithstanding 
the binding contract and agreement between the United States 
of Venezuela and the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company 
Limited, and your memorialist as assignee of said company, to 
the contrary, said United States of Venezuela, acting through its 
duly constituted officials, has authorized and permitted said Mac- 
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areo and Pedernales channels of the river Orinoco to be used and 
navigated by vessels engaged in foreign trade other than those be- 
longing to your memorialists or its predecessors in interest, and 
has thus enabled said vessels to do much of the business and to ob- 
tain the profits therefrom which, under the terms of said contract- 
concession of June 8, 1894, and the extension thereof of May 10, 
1900, should have been done and obtained solely by your memorial- 
ist or its said predecessor in interest, and much of said business 
will continue to be done and the profits derivable therefrom will 
continue to be claimed and absorbed by persons and companies 
other than your memorialists, to its great detriment and damage. 
(Memorial, pp. 28 and 29.) 


Let us state the facts such as they appear in the respective docu- 
ments. 

On July 1, 1893, the Executive power issued a decree in order to 
prevent contraband which was carried on in the several bocos (mouths) 
of the river Orinoco, to wit: 


ARTICLE 1. Vessels engaged in foreign trade with Ciudad Bolivar 
shall be allowed to proceed only by way of the Boca Grande of the 
river Orinoco; the Macareo and Pedernales channels being re- 
served for the coastal service, navigation by the other channels of 
the said river being absolutely prohibited. 


On May 26, 1894, the Executive power entered into a contract with 
Mr. Ellis Grell, represented by his attorney, Mr. Manuel Antonio 
Sanchez, wherein the contractor undertook to establish and maintain 
in force navigation by steamers between Ciudad Bolivar and Mara- 
caibo in such manner that at least one journey per fortnight be made, 
touching at the ports of La Vela, Puerto Cabello, La Guaira, Guanta, 
Puerto Sucre, and Cartipano. Article 12 of this contract stipulates 
as follows: 


While the Government fixes definitely the transshipment ports 
for merchandise from abroad, and while they are making the neces- 
sary installations, the steamers of this line shall be allowed to call 
at the ports of Curacao and Trinidad and any one of the steamers 
leaving Trinidad may also navigate by the channels of the Macareo 
and Pedernales of the river Orinoco in conformity with the formal- 
ities which by special resolution may be imposed by the minister of 
finance in order to prevent contraband and to safeguard fiscal in- 
terests ; to all which conditions the contractor agrees beforehand. 


On October 5, 1900, the national Executive promulgated the follow- 
ing decree: 
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ARTICLE I, The decree of the Ist of July, 1893, which prohibited 
the free navigation of the Macareo, Pedernales, and other navigable 
waterways of the river Orinoco is abolished. 


Did the 1894 contract grant the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Com- 
pany Limited an exclusive privilege to engage in foreign trade with 
the use of said Macareo and Pedernales channels? The perusal of 
Article 12 above referred to will suffice without the least hesitation to 
answer this question negatively. The fact is that the company’s con- 
tract-concession is for establishing the inward trade between the ports 
of the Republic, from Ciudad Bolivar to Maracaibo, and the com- 
pany’s steamers were only granted a temporary permission to call at 
Curacao and Trinidad, while the Government fixed definitely the trans- 
shipment ports for merchandise from abroad, and while they were mak- 
ing the necessary installations. 

It would be necessary to overthrow the most rudimental laws of 
logic in order to hold that a line of steamers established to engage in 
coastal trade or cabotaye, navigating on the Macareo and Pedernales 
channels, which are free for internal navigation, should have the 
privilege of engaging in foreign trade through the mentioned chan- 
nels. The decree of July 1 of 1893, promulgated with a view to pre- 
vent contraband in the channels of the river Orinoco and on the coast 
of Paria, is not a stipulation of the contract concession of the Orinoco 
Shipping and Trading Company Limited, and therefore the Govern- 
ment of Venezuela could willingly abolish it, as, in fact, it did abolish 
it on October 5, 1900. Neither is it reasonable to suppose that the 
Government at the time of celebrating the referred-to contract alien- 
ated its legislative powers, which, owing to their nature, are inalien- 
able. On the other hand, a privilege, being an exception to common 
law, must be most clearly established; otherwise it does not exist. 
Whenever interpretation is required by a contract it should be given 
in the sense of freedom, or, in other words, exclusive of privileges. 

Furthermore, it is to be remarked that the Orinoco Shipping and 
Trading Company Limited has never complied with either of the two 
contracts (the Olachea and the Grell contracts) particularly as refers 
to the latter, as evidenced by a document issued by said company, 
a copy of which I shall present, and as evidenced also by the memorial 
(No. 15). 

On May 10, 1900, a settlement was agreed to by the minister of 
internal affairs and the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company 
Limited, in virtue whereof the Government undertook to pay the 
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company 200,000 bolivars for all its claims prior to said convention, 
having forthwith paid said company 100,000 bolivars, and at the same 
time a resolution was issued by said minister granting the Grell con- 
tract (May 26, 1894) a further extension of six years. 

The company holds that the decree of October 5, 1900, annulled its 
contract and also annihilated the above-mentioned prorogation, and 
that, as the concession of said prorogation had been the principal basis 
of the settlement for the company to reduce its credits to 200,000 boli- 
vars, said credits now arise in their original amount. 

It has already been proved that the referred-to Executive decree 
of October 5, 1900, did not annul the Grell contract, and this will 
suffice to evidence the unreasonableness of such contention. It must, 
furthermore, be added that the settlement and the concession for pro- 
rogation are not the same act, nor do they appear in the same docu- 
ment ; therefore it can not be contended that the one is a condition or 
stipulation of the other. Besides, the concession for prorogation 
accounts for itself without having to relate it to the settlement ; whereas 
in the resolution relative to said prorogation the company on its part 
renounced its right to the subsidy of 4,000 bolivars which the Govern- 
ment had assigned to it in Article 7 of the contract. 

The Venezuelan Commissioner considers that this commission has 
no jurisdiction to entertain the claim deduced by the Orinoco Steam- 
ship Company, and that, in case it had, said claims ought to be dis- 
allowed. 


Award of Charles Augustinus Henri Barge, wmpire in the original 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case before the United States and 
Venezuelan Claims Commission of 1903.—Cardcas, February 22, 


1904.1 

A difference of opinion arising between the commissioners of the 
United States of North America and the United States of Venezuela, 
this case was duly referred to the umpire. 

The umpire having fully taken into consideration the protocol, and 
also the documents, evidence and arguments, and also likewise all 
other communications made by the two parties, and having impartially 
and carefully examined the same, has arrived at the decision embodied 
in the present award. 


1United States and Venezuela Arbitration at the Hague, Appendix to the Case 
of the United States, vol. i, p. 686. See ante, p. 243, note 1, 2nd paragraph. 
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Whereas the Orinoco Steamship Company demands payment of the 
Government of Venezuela for four claims, as follows: 

Ist. $1,209,700.05 as due for damages and losses caused by the 
Executive decree of October 5th, 1900, having [by] this decree an- 
nulled a contract concession celebrated on May 26th, 1894; 

2nd. 100,000 bolivars, or $19,219.19 overdue on account of a trans- 
action celebrated on May 10th, 1900; 

3rd. $149,698.71 for damages and losses sustained during the 
last revolution, including services rendered to the Government of the 
Republic ; 

4th. $25,000 for counsel fees and expenses incurred in carrying out 
said claims; 

And whereas the jurisdiction of this commission in this case is 
questioned, this question has in the first place to be investigated and 
decided ; 

Now, whereas the protocol (on which alone is based the right and 
the duty of this commission to examine and decide “upon a basis of 
absolute equity, without regard to the objections of a technical nature 
or of the provisions of local legislation”), gives this commission the 
right and imposes the duty to examine and decide “all claims owned 
by citizens of the United States of America against the Republic of 
Venezuela which have not been settled by diplomatic agreement or by 
arbitration betwéen the two Governments, and which shall have been 
presented to the commission by the Department of State of the United 
States or its legation at Caracas,” it has to be examined in how far 
this claim of the Orinoco Steamship Company possesses the essential 
qualities to fall under the jurisdiction of this commission ; 

Now, whereas this claim against the Venezuelan Government was 
presented to this commission by the Department of State of the 
United States of America through its agent ; 

And whereas it has not been settled by diplomatic agreement or 
arbitration ; 

And whereas the Orinoco Steamship Company, as evidence shows, 
is a corporation created and existing under and by virtue of the laws 
of the State of New Jersey, in the United States of America, 

There only remains to be examined if the company owns the claim 
brought before the commission ; 

Now, whereas almost all the items of this claim—at all events those 
originated before the lst of April, 1902—are claims that “the Orinoco 
Shipping and Trading Company, Limited,” an English corporation, 
pretended to have against the Government of Venezuela ; 
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And whereas on the said April Ist, 1902, the said English company, 
for the sum of $1,000,000, sold and transferred to the American com- 
pany, the complainant [claimant], “‘all its claims and demands either 
against the Government of Venezuela or against individuals, firms and 
corporations,” these claims from that date prima facie show themselves 
as owned by the claimant; 

Whereas further on it is true that according to the admitted and 
practiced rule of international law, in perfect accordance with the 
general principles of justice and perfect equity, claims do not change 
nationality by the fact that their consecutive owners have a different - 
citizenship, because a state is not a claim agent, but only, as the 
infliction of a wrong upon its citizens is an injury to the state itself, 
it may secure redress for the injury done to its citizens, and not for 
the injury done to the citizens of another state, 

Still, this rule may be overseen or even purposely set aside by a 
treaty, 

And as the protocol does not speak—as is generally done in such 
cases—of all claims of citizens, etc. (which would rightly be inter- 
preted “all claims for injuries done to citizens, etc.”), but uses the 
usual expression “all claims owned by citizens,” it must be held that 
this uncommon expression was not used without a determined reason; 

And whereas the evidence shows that the Department of State of the 
United States of America knew about these claims and took great 
interest in them (as is shown by the diplomatic correspondence about 
these claims presented to the commission in behalf of claimant), and 
that the plenipotentiary of Venezuela a short time before the signing 
of the protocol, in his character of United States envoy extraordinary 
and minister plenipotentiary, had corresponded with his Government 
about these claims, and that even as late as December 20th, 1902, and 
January 27th, 1903, one of the directors of the claimant company, J. 
van Vechten Olcott, wrote about these claims, in view of the event of 
arbitration, to the President of the United States of America, it is not 
to be accepted that the high contracting parties, anxious, as is shown 
by the history of the protocol, to set aside and to settle all questions 
about claims not yet settled between them, should have forgotten these 
very important claims when the protocol was redacted and signed, 

And, therefore, it may safely be understood that it was the aim of the 
high contracting parties that claims [such] as these, being at the mo- 
ment of the signing of the protocol owned by citizens of the United 
States of North America, should fall under the jurisdiction of the 
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commission instituted to investigate and decide upon the claims the 
high contracting parties wished to see settled, 

And, therefore, the jurisdiction of this commission to investigate and 
decide claims owned by citizens of the United States of North America 
at the moment of the signing of the protocol has to be recognized, 
without prejudice, naturally, of the judicial power of the commission, 
and its duty to decide upon a basis of absolute equity when judging 
about the rights the transfer of the ownership might give to claimant 
against third parties, 

For all which reasons the claims presented to this commission on 
behalf of the American company, “the Orinoco Steamship Company,” 
have to be investigated by this commission and a decision has to be 
given as to the right of the claimant company to claim what it does 
claim, and as to the duty of the Venezuelan Government to grant to 
the claimant company what this company claims for. 

Now, as the claimant company in the first place claims for $1,209,- 
700.05 as due for damages and losses caused by the Executive decree 
of October 5th, 1900, this decree having annulled a contract conces- 
sion celebrated on May 26th, 1894, this contract-concession and this 
decree have to be examined, and it has to be investigated : 

Whether this decree annulled the contract-concession ; 

Whether this annulment, when stated, caused damages and losses; 

Whether the Government of Venezuela is liable for those damages 
and losses; 

And, in the case of this liability being proved, whether it is to 
claimant the Government of Venezuela is liable for these damages 
and losses. 

And whereas the mentioned contract concession (a contract with Mr. 
Ellis Grell, transferred to the Venezuelan citizen, Manuel A. Sanchez, 
and approved by Congress of the United States of Venezuela on the 
26th of May, 1894) reads as follows: 


The Congress of the United States of Venezuela, in View of the 
contract celebrated in this city on the 17th of January of the 
present year between the minister of the interior of the United 
States of Venezuela, duly authorized by the chief of the national 
executive, on the one part, and on the other, Edgar Peter Gan- 
teaume, attorney for Ellis Grell, transferred to the citizen Manuel 
A. Sanchez, and the additional article of the same contract dated 
10th of May instant, the tenor of which is as follows: 

Dr. Feliciano Acevedo, minister of the interior of the United 
States of Venezuela, duly authorized by the chief of the national 
executive, on the one part, and Edgar Peter Ganteaume, attorney 
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for Ellis Grell, and in the latter’s name and representation, who 
is resident in Port of Spain, on the other part, and with the af- 
firmative vote of the government council have celebrated a con- 
tract set out in the following articles: 


ARTICLE 1. Ellis Grell undertakes to establish and maintain in 
force; navigation by steamers between Ciudad Bolivar and Mar- 
acaibo within the term of six months, reckoned from the date of 
this contract, in such manner that at least one journey per fort- 
night be made, touching at the ports of La Vela, Puerto Cabello, 
La Guaira, Guanta, Puerto Sucre, and Cartpano, with power to 
extend the line to any duly established port of the Republic. 

ARTICLE 2. The steamers shall navigate under the Venezuelan 
flag. 

ARTICLE 3. The contractor undertakes to transport free of 
charge the packages of mail which may be placed on board the 
steamers by the authorities and merchants through the ordinary 
post-offices, the steamers thereby acquiring the character of mail 
steamers, and as such exonerated from all national dues. 

ArTICLE 4. The contractor shall draw up a tariff of passages 
and freights by agreement with the Government. 

ARTICLE 5. The company shall receive on board each steamer a 
Government employee with the character of fiscal postmaster, 
nominated by the minister of finance, with the object of looking 
after the proper treatment of the mails and other fiscal interests. 

The company shall also transport public employees when in 
commission of the Government at half the price of the tariff, 
provided always that they produce an order signed by the minister 
of finance or by one of the presidents of the States. Military men 
on service and troops shall be carried for the fourth part of the 
tariff rates. The company undertakes also to carry gratis materials 
of war, and at half freights all other goods which may be shipped 
for account and by order of the National Government. 

ARTICLE 6. The General Government undertakes to concede to 
no other line of steamers any of the benefits, concessions and ex- 
emptions contained in the present contract as compensation for 
the services which the company undertakes to render as well to 
national interests as those of private individuals. 

ArTICLE 7. The Government of Venezuela will pay to the con- 
tractor a monthly subsidy of four thousand bolivars (4,000) so 
long as the conditions of the present contract are duly carried out. 

ARTICLE 8. The National Government undertakes to exonerate 
from payment of import duties all machinery, tools, and accesso- 
ries which may be imported for the use of the steamers and all 
other materials necessary for their repair, and also undertakes 
to permit the steamers to supply themselves with coal and pro- 
visions, etc., in the ports of Curacao and Trinidad. 

ARTICLE 9. The company shall have the right to cut from the 
national forests wood for the construction of steamers or neces- 
sary buildings and for fuel for the steamers of the line. 
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ARTICLE 10. The officers and crews of the steamers, as also 
the woodcutters and all other employees of the company, shall 
be exempt from military service, except in cases of international 
war. 

ArTIcLE 11. The steamers of the company shall enjoy in all the 
ports of the Republic the same freedom and preferences by law 
established as are enjoyed by the steamers of lines established with 
fixed itinerary. 

ArTICLE 12. While the Government fixes definitely the trans- 
shipment ports for merchandise from abroad, and while they are 
making the necessary installations, the steamers of this line shall 
be allowed to call at the ports of Curagao and Trinidad, and any 
one of the steamers leaving Trinidad may also navigate by the 
channels of the Macareo and Pedernales of the river Orinoco in 
conformity with the formalities which by special resolution may 
be imposed by the minister of finance, in order to prevent contra- 
band and to safeguard fiscal interests; to all which conditions the 
contractor agrees beforehand. 

ArTIcLeE 13. This contract shall remain in force for fifteen 
years, reckoned from the date of its approbation, and may be 
transferred by the contractor to another person or corporation 
upon previous notice to the Government. 

ArTIcLE 14. Disputes and controversies which may arise with 
regard to the interpretation or execution of this contract shall be 
resolved by the tribunals of the Republic in accordance with the 
laws of the nation, and shall not in any case be considered as a 
motive for international reclamations. 

Two copies of this contract of the same tenor and effect were 
made in Caracas the seventeenth day of January, 1894. 


(Signed) FrticiAno ACEVEDO 
(Signed) Epwarp P. GANTEAUME 


ADDITIONAL ARTICLE. Between the minister of the interior of 
the United States of Venezuela and citizen Manuel A. Sanchez, 
concessionnary of Mr. Ellis Grell, have agreed to modify the 
eighth article of the contract made on the 17th day of January 
of the present year for the coastal navigation between Ciudad 
Bolivar and Maracaibo on the following terms: 

ArticLe 8. The Government undertakes to exonerate from pay- 
ment of import duties the machinery, tools and articles which 
may be imported for the steamers, and all other materials destined 
for the repairs of the steamers; while the Government fixes the 
points of transport and coaling ports, the contractor is hereby 
permitted to take coal and provisions for the crew in the ports of 
Curacao and Trinidad. 

Caracas, 10th May, 1894. 


Signed: Jost R. NuNez 
Signed: M. A. SancHEz 
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And whereas the mentioned executive decree of October 5th, 1900 
reads as follows: 


’ 


DECREE 


Article 1. The decree of the Ist of July, 1893, which pro- 
hibited the free navigation of the Macareo, Pedernales, and other 
navigable waterways of the river Orinoco is abolished. 

ARTICLE 2. The minister of interior relations is charged with 
the execution of the present decree. 


Now whereas in regard to the said contract it has to be remarked 
that in almost all arguments, documents, memorials, etc., presented 
on behalf of the claimant it is designated as a concession for the exclu- 
sive navigation of the Orinoco River by the Macareo or Pedernales 
channels, whilst in claimant’s memorial it is even said that “the chief 
and indeed only value of this contract was the exclusive right to 
navigate the Macareo and Pedernales channels of the river Orinoco, 
and that. according to claimant, this concession of exclusive right was 
annulled by the aforesaid decree, and that it is for the losses that were 
the consequence of the annullment of this concession of exclusive right 
that damages were claimed. 

The main question to be examined is whether the Venezuelan Gov- 
ernment by said contract gave a concession for the exclusive naviga- 
tion of said channels of said river, and whether this concession of 
exclusive navigation was annulled by said degree. 

And whereas the contract shows that Ellis Grell (the original con- 
tractor) pledged himself to establish and maintain in force navigation 
by steamers between Ciudad Bolivar and Maracaibo, touching at the 
ports of La Vela, Puerto Cabello, La Guaira, Guanta, Puerto Sucre, 
and Cartipano, and to fulfil the conditions mentioned in Articles 2, 3, 
4 and 5, whilst the Venezuelan Government promised to grant to Grell 
the benefits, concessions and exemptions outlined in Articles 7, 8, 9, 
11 and 12, and in Article 6 pledges itself to concede to no other line of 
steamers any of the benefits, concessions, and exemptions contained 
in the contract, the main object of the contract appears to be the assur- 
ance of a regular communication by steamer from Ciudad Bolivar to 
Maracaibo, touching the duly established Venezuelan ports between 
those two cities. For the navigation between these duly established 
ports no concession or permission was wanted, but in compensation to 
Grell’s engagement to establish and maintain in force for fifteen years 
(Article 13) this communication, the Venezuelan Government ac- 
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corded him some privileges which it undertook to grant to no other line 
of steamers. 

Whereas therefore this contract in the whole does not show itself 
as a concession for exclusive navigation of any waters, but as a con- 
tract to establish a regular communication by steamers between the 
duly established principal ports of the Republic, the pretended conces- 
sion for exclusive navigation of the Macareo and Pedernales channels 
must be sought in Article 12 of the contract, the only article in the 
whole contract in which mention of them is made. 

And whereas this article in the English version in claimant’s memo- 
rial, reads as follows: 


While the Government fixes definitely the transshipment ports 
for merchandise from abroad, and while they are making the 
necessary installations, the steamers of this line shall be allowed 
to call at the ports of Curagao and Trinidad, and any one of the 
steamers leaving Trinidad may also navigate by the channels of 
the Macareo and Pedernales of the river Orinoco, etc., 


it seems clear that the permission in this article—by which article 
the permission of navigating the said channels was not given to the 
claimant in general terms and for all its ships indiscriminately but 
only for the ships leaving Trinidad—would only have force for the 
time till the Government would have fixed definitely the transshipment 
ports, which it might do at any moment and till the necessary installa- 
tions were made, and not for the whole term of the contract, which 
according to Article 13 would remain in force for fifteen years; 

And whereas this seems clear when reading the English version of 
the contract as cited in the memorial, it seems, if possible, still more 
evident when reading the original Spanish text of this article, of which 
the above-mentioned English version gives not a quite correct transla- 
tion, from which Spanish text reading as follows [sic.]: 


Art. 12. Mientras el Gobierno fija definitivamente los puertos 
de trasbordo para las mercancias procedentes del extranjero, y 
mientras hace las necesarias instalaciones, las sera permitido a los 
buques de la linea, tocar en los puertos de Curacao y de Trinidad, 
pudiendo ademas navegar el vapor que salga de la ultima Antilla 
por los cafios de Macareo y de Pedernales del Rio Orinoco, previas 
las formalidades que por resolucién especial dictara el Ministerio 
de Hacienda para impedir el contrabando en resguardo de los inte- 
reses fiscales; y a las cuales de antemano se somete el contratista. 
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(The words “el vapor que salga de la ultima Antilla,”’ being given 
in the English version as “any one of the steamers leaving Trinidad.”’) 

It can not be misunderstood that this “el vapor’ is the steamer 
that had called at Trinidad according to the permission given for the 
special term that the “while” (mientras) would last; wherefore it 
seems impossible that the permission given in Article 12 only for the 
time there would exist circumstances which the other party might 
change at any moment could ever have been the main object, and, as 
is stated in the memorial, “the chief and, indeed, only value” of a con- 
tract that was first made for the term of fifteen years, which term later 
on even was prolonged to twenty-one years. 

And whereas therefore it can not be seen how this contract conces- 
sion for establishing and maintaining in force for fifteen years a com- 
munication between the duly established ports of Venezuela can be 
called a concession for the exclusive navigation of the said channels, 
when the permission to navigate these channels was only annexed to 
the permission to call at Trinidad and would end with that permission, 
whilst the obligation to navigate between the ports of Venezuela from 
Ciudad Bolivar to Maracaibo would last; 

And whereas on the contrary all the stipulations of the contract 
are quite clear when holding in view the purpose why it was given, 
viz, to establish and maintain in force a communication between the 
duly established ports of Venezuela, 7. e., a regular coastal service by 
steamers, 

Because to have and retain the character and the rights of ships 
bound to coastal service it was necessary that the ships should navi- 
gate under Venezuelan flag (Article 2), that they should have a special 
permission to call at Curagao and Trinidad to supply themselves with 
coal and provisions (Article 8), which stipulation otherwise would seem 
without meaning and quite absurd, as no ship wants a special permis- 
sion of any government to call at the ports of another government, 
and to call at the same foreign ports for transshipment while the gov- 
ernment fixed definitely the transshipment ports (Article 12). In the 
same way during that time a special permission was necessary for the 
ship leaving Trinidad to hold and retain this one right of ships bound 
to coastal service—to navigate by the channels of Macareo and Peder- 
nales—which special permission would not be necessitated any longer 
as soon as the Government could fix definitely the Venezuelan ports 
that would serve as transshipment ports, because then they would per 
se enjoy the right of all ships bound to coastal service, viz, to navigate 
through the mentioned channels. 
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What is called a concession for exclusive navigation of the men- 
tioned channels is shown to be nothing but a permission to navigate 
these channels as long as certain circumstances should exist. 

And whereas therefore the contract approved by decree of the 8th 
of June, 1894, never was a concession for the exclusive navigation of 
said channels of the Orinoco; and whereas the decree which reopened 
these channels for free navigation could not annul a contract that 
never existed ; 

All damages claimed for the annulling of a concession for exclusive 
navigation of the Macareo and Pedernales channels of the Orinoco 
River must be disallowed. 

Now whereas it might be asked if the permission to navigate by 
those channels, given to the steamer that on its coastal trip left Trini- 
dad, was not one of the “benefits, concessions and exemptions” that 
the Government in Article 6 promised not to concede to any other line 
of steamers ; 

It has not to be forgotten that in Article 12 the Government 
did not give a general permission to navigate by the said channels, 
but that this whole article is a temporal measure taken to save 
the character and the rights of coastal service, to the service which 
was the object of this contract, during the time the Government had 
not definitely fixed the transshipment ports; and that it was not an 
elementary part of the concession, that would last as long as the con- 
cession itself, but a mere arrangement by which temporarily the right 
of vessels bound to coastal service, viz., to navigate said channels, would 
be safeguarded for the vessel that left Trinidad as long as the vessels 
of this service would be obliged to call at this island, and that there- 
fore the benefit and the exemption granted by this article was not to 
navigate by said: channels, but to hold the character and right of a coastal 
vessel, notwithstanding having called at the foreign port of Trinidad; 
and as this privilege was not affected by the reopening of the channels 
to free navigation, and the Government by aforesaid decree did not 
give any benefit, concession and exemption granted to this concession 
to any other line of steamers, a claim for damages for the reopening 
of the channels based on Article 6 can not be allowed. It may be that 
the concessionary and his successors thought that during all the twenty- 
one years of this concession the Government of Venezuela would not 
definitely fix the transshipment ports, nor reopen the channels to free 
navigation, and [on] those thoughts based a hope that was not fulfilled 
and formed a plan that did not succeed; but it would be a strange ap- 
pliance of absolute equity to make the government that grants a con- 
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cession liable for the not realized dreams and vanished “chateaux en 
Espagne” of inventors, promoters, solicitors and purchasers of con- 
cessions. 

But further on—even when it might be admitted that the reopening 
of the channels to free navigation might furnish a ground to base a 
claim on (quod non)—whilst investigating the right of claimant and the 
liability of the Venezuelan Government, it has not to be forgotten that, 
besides the already-mentioned articles, the contract has another article, 
viz., Article 14, by which the concessionary pledges himself not to sub- 
mit any dispute or controversies which might arise with regard to the 
interpretation or execution of this contract to any other tribunal but 
to the tribunals of the Republic, and in no case to consider these dis- 
putes and controversies a motive for international reclamation, which 
article, as the evidence shows, was repeatedly disregarded and tres- 
passed upon by asking and urging the intervention of the English and 
United States Governments without ever going for a decision to the 
tribunals of Venezuela; 

And as the unwillingness to comply with this pledged duty is clearly 
shown by the fact that the English Government called party’s atten- 
tion to this article, and, quoting the article, added the following words, 
which certainly indicated the only just point of view from which 
such pledges should be regarded: 


Although the general international rights of His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment are in no wise modified by the provisions of this docu- 
ment to which they were not a party, the fact that the company, 
have so far as lay in their power, deliberately contracted them- 
selves out of every remedial recourse in case of dispute, except 
that which is specified in Article 14 of the contract, is undoubtedly 
an element to be taken into serious consideration when they subse- 
quently appeal for the intervention of His Majesty’s Government ; 


And whereas the force of this sentence is certainly in no wise weak- 
ened by the remark made against it on the side of the concessionary, 
that “the terms of Article 14 of the contract have absolutely no con- 
nection whatever with the matter at issue,” because “no doubt or contro- 
versy has arisen with respect to the interpretation and execution of the 
contract,” but that “what has happened is this, that the Venezuelan 
Government has, by a most dishonest and cunningly devised trick, 
defrauded the company to the extent of entirely nullifying a conces- 
sion which it had legally acquired at a very heavy cost,” whereas, on 
the contrary, it is quite clear that the only question at issue was 
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whether in Article 12, in connection with Article 6, a concession for 
exclusive navigation was given or not—ergo, a question of doubt and 
controversy about the interpretation ; 

And whereas the following words of the English Government ad- 
dressed to the concessionary may well be considered: 


The company does not appear to have exhausted the legal reme- 
dies at their disposal before the ordinary tribunals of the country 
and it would be contrary to international practice for His 
Majesty’s Government formally to intervene in their behalf through 
the diplomatic channel unless and until they should be in a position 
to show that they had exhausted their ordinary remedies with 
a result that a prima facie case of failure or denial of justice re- 
mained; 


For whereas, if in general this is the only just standpoint from which 
to view the right to ask and to grant the means of diplomatical inter- 
vention and in consequence casu quo of arbitration, how much the 
more where the recourse to the tribunals of the country was formally 
pledged and the right to ask for intervention solemnly renounced by 
contract, and where this breach of promise was formally pointed to. by 
the government whose intervention was asked; 

Whereas therefore the question imposes itself, whether absolute 
equity ever would permit that a contract be willingly and purposely 
trespassed upon by one party in view to force its binding power on the 
other party; 

And whereas it has to be admitted that, even if the trick to change 
a contract for regular coastal service into a concession for exclusive 
navigation succeeded (quod non), in the face of absolute equity the trick 
of making the same contract a chain for one party and a screw-press 
for the other never can have success: 

It must be concluded that Article 14 of the contract disables the con- 
tracting parties to base a claim on this contract before any other 
tribunal than that which they have freely and deliberately chosen, and 
to parties in such a contract must be applied the words of the Hon. Mr. 
Finley, United States Commissioner in the Claims Commission of 
1889: “So they have made their bed and so they must lie in it.” 

But there is still more to consider. 

For whereas it appears that the contract originally passed with 
Grell was legally transferred to Sanchez and later on to the English 
company “The Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company Limited,” and 
on the Ist day of April, 1902, was sold by this company to the Ameri- 
can company, the claimant ; 
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But whereas Article 13 of the contract says that it might be trans- 
ferred to another person or corporation upon previous notice to the 
Government, whilst the evidence shows that this notice has not been 
previously (indeed ever) given; the condition on which the contract 
might be transferred not being fulfilled, the “Orinoco Shipping and 
Trading Company Limited” had no right to transfer it, and this 
transfer of the contract without previous notice must be regarded as 
null and utterly worthless ; 

Wherefore, even if the contract might give a ground to the above- 
examined claim to “The Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company 
Limited” (once more quod non), the claimant company as quite alien 
to the contract could certainly never base a claim on it. 

For all which reasons every claim of the Orinoco Steamship Com- 
pany against the Republic of the United States of Venezuela for the 
annulment of a concession for the exclusive navigation of the Macareo 
and Pedernales channels of the Orinoco has to be disallowed. 

As for the claim for 100,000 bolivars, or $19,219.19, overdue on a 
transaction celebrated on May 10th, 1900, between the Orinoco Ship- 
ping and Trading Company Limited and the Venezuelan Government: 

Whereas these 100,000 bolivars are those mentioned in letter B, of 
Article 2 of said contract, reading as follows: 


a) 


(B) One hundred thousand bolivars (100,000), which shall be 
paid in accordance with such arrangements as the parties hereto 
may agree upon on the day stipulated in the decree [of the] 23d 
of April, ultimo, relative to claims arising from damages caused 
during the war, or by other case whatever ; 


And whereas nothing whatever of any arrangement, in accordance 
with which it was stipulated to pay, appears in the evidence before 
the commission, it might be asked if, on the day this claim was filed, 
this indebtedness was proved compellable ; 

Whereas further on, in which way ever [sic.] this question may be 
decided, the contract has an Article 4, in which the contracting parties 
pledged themselves to the following: “All doubts and controversies 
which may arise with respect to the interpretation and the execution of 
this contract shall be decided by the tribunals of Venezuela and in 
conformity with the laws of the Republic, without such mode of set- 
tlement being considered motive of international claims,” whilst it is 
shown in the diplomatic correspondence brought before the commis- 
sion on behalf of claimant, that in December, 1902, a formal petition 
to make it [an] international claim was directed to the Government of 
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the United States of America without the question having been brought 
before the tribunals of Venezuela, which fact certainly constitutes a 
flagrant breach of the contract on which the claim was based ; 

And whereas, in addition to everything that was said about such 
clauses here above it has to be considered what is the real meaning of 
such a stipulation ; 

And whereas when parties agree that doubts, disputes, and contro- 
versies shall only be decided by a certain designated third [person], 
they implicitly agree to recognize that there properly shall be no claim 
from one party against the other, but for what is due as a result of a 
decision on any doubts, disputes or controversies by that one desig- 
nated third [person]; for which reason, in addition to everything that 
was said already upon this question heretofore, in questions on claims 
based on a contract wherein such a stipulation is made absolute equity 
does not allow to recognize such a claim between such parties before 
the conditions are realized, which in that contract they themselves 
made conditions sine qua non for the existence of a claim; 

And whereas further on—even in the case the contract did not con- 
tain such a clause, and that the arrangements, in accordance to which 
it was stipulated to pay were communicated to and proved before this 
commission—it ought to be considered that if there existed here a 
recognized and compellable indebtedness, it would be a debt of the 
Government of Venezuela to the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Com- 
pany ; 

For whereas it is true that evidence shows that on the Ist of April, 
1902, all the credits of that company were transferred to the claimant 
company, it is not less true that, as shown by evidence, this transfer 
was never notified to the Government of Venezuela ; 

And whereas according to Venezuelan law, in perfect accordance 
with the principles of justice and equity recognized and proclaimed in 
the codes of almost all civilized nations, such a transfer gives no right 
against the debtor when it was not notified to or accepted by that 
debtor ; 

And whereas here it can not be objected that according to the pro- 
tocol no regard has to be taken of provisions of local legislation, 
because the words “the commissioners or, in case of their disagree- 
ment, the umpire shall decide all claims upon a basis of absolute 
equity, without regard to objections of a technical nature, or of the 
provisions of local legislation,’ clearly have to be understood in the 
way that questions of technical nature or the provisions of local legis- 
lation should not be taken into regard when there were objections 
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against the rules of absolute equity; for, in case of any other inter- 
pretation, the fulfilling of the task of this commission would be an 
impossibility, as the question of American citizenship could never be 
proved without regard to the local legislation of the United States of 
America, and this being prohibited by the protocol, all claims would 
have to be disallowed, as the American citizenship of the claimant 
would not be proved; and as to technical questions it might then be 
maintained (as was done in one of the papers brought before this com- 
mission on behalf of a claimant in one of the filed claims) that the 
question whether there was a proof that claimant had a right to a claim 
was a mere technical question; 

And whereas, if the provisions of local legislation far from being 
objections to the rules of absolute equity are quite in conformity with 
those rules, it would seem absolutely in contradiction with this equity 
not to apply its rules, because they were recognized and proclaimed by 
the local legislation of Venezuela; 

And whereas, the transfer of credits from “The Orinoco Shipping 
and Trading Company” to “The Orinoco Steamship Company” neither 
was notified to, or accepted by the Venezuelan Government, it can not 
give a right to a claim on behalf of the last-named company against 
the Government of Venezuela: 

For all which reasons the claim of the Orinoco Steamship Company, 
Limited, against the Government of Venezuela, based on the transac- 
tion of May 10th, 1900, has to be disallowed. 

In the next place the company claims $147,038.79, at which sum it 
estimates the damages and losses sustained during the last revolution, 
including services rendered to the Government of Venezuela. 

Now, whereas this claim is for damages and losses suffered and for 
services rendered from June 1900, whilst the existence of the com- 
pany only dates from January 31st, 1902, and the transfer of the credits 
of “the Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company, Limited,” to claim- 
ant took place on the 1st of April of this same year, it is clear from 
what heretofore was said about the transfer of these credits, that all 
items of this claim, based on obligations originated before said April 
1st, 1902, and claimed by claimant as indebtedness to the afore-named 
company and transferred to claimant on said April Ist, have to be dis- 
allowed as the transfer was never notified to or accepted by the Vene- 
zuelan Government. As to the items dating after the Ist of April, 1902, 
in the first place the claimant claims for detention and hire of the 
steamship Masparro from May Ist to September 18th, 1902 (141 
days), at 100 pesos daily, = 14,100 pesos, and for detention and hire of 
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the steamship Socorro from March 21st to November 5th, 1902 (229 
days), 22,900 pesos, together 37,000 pesos, equal to $28,461.53; 

And whereas it is proved by evidence that said steamers have been 
in service of the National Government for the time above stated ; 

And whereas nothing in the evidence shows any obligation on the 
part of the owners of the steamers to give this service gratis, even if 
it were in behalf of the commonwealth ; 

Whereas therefore a remuneration for that service is due to the 
owners of these steamers: 

The Venezuelan Government owes a remuneration for that service 
to the owners of the steamers; 

And whereas these steamers, by contract of April 1st, 1902, were 
bought by claimant, and claimant therefore from that day was owner 
of the steamers: 

This remuneration from that date is due to claimant. 

And whereas in this case it differs [sic.] not that the transfer of the 
steamers was not notified to the Venezuelan Government, as it was no 
transfer of a credit, but as the credit was born after the transfer, and 
as it was not in consequence of a contract between the Government and 
any particular person or company, but, as evidence shows, because 
the Government wanted the steamers’ service in the interest of its 
cause against revolutionary forces; and whereas for this forced deten- 
tion damages are due, those damages may be claimed by him who suf- 
fered them, in this case the owners of the steamers; 

And whereas the argument of the Venezuelan Government, that it 
had counter-claims, can in no wise affect this claim, as those counter- 
claims the Venezuelan Government alludes to, and which it pursues 
before the tribunals of the country, appear to be claims against “The 
Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company,” and not against claimant; 

And whereas it differs not whether claimant, as the Government 
affirms and as evidence seems clearly to show, if not taking part in the 
revolution, at all events favored the revolutionary party, because the 
ships were not taken and confiscated as hostile ships, but were claimed 
by the Government, evidence shows, because it wanted them for the 
use of political interest, and after that use were returned to the own- 
ers: For all these reasons there is due to claimant from the side of the 
Venezuelan Government, a remuneration for the service of the steamers 
Masparro and Socorro, respectively, from May first to September 18th, 
1902 (141 days), and from April lst to November 5th, 1902 (219 
days, together 360 days) ; 
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And whereas, according to evidence since 1894 these steamers might 
be hired by the Government for the price of 400 bolivars, or 100 
pesos, daily, this price seems a fair award for the forced detention: 

Wherefore for the detention and use of the steamers Masparro and 
Socorro the Venezuelan Government owes to claimant 36,000 (thirty- 
six thousand) pesos, or $27,692.31. 

Further on claimant claims $2,520.50 for repairs to the Masparro 
and $2,932.98 for repairs to the Socorro, necessitated, as claimant 
assures, by the ill usage of the vessels whilst in the hands of the Ven- 
ezuelan Government. 

Now whereas evidence only shows that after being returned to 
claimant the steamers required repairs at this cost, but in no wise 
that those repairs were necessitated by ill usage on the side of the 
Government ; 

And whereas evidence does not show in what state they were 
received and in what state they were returned by the Government ; 

And whereas it is not proved that in consequence of this use by the 
Government they suffered more damages than those that are the 
consequence of common and lawful use during the time they were 
used by the Government, for which damages in case of hire the Gov- 
ernment would not be responsible ; 

Where the price for which the steamers might be hired is allowed 
for the use, whilst no extraordinary damages are proved, equity will 
not allow to declare the Venezuelan Government liable for these 
repairs: 

Wherefore this item of the claim has to be disallowed. 

Evidence in the next place shows that, on May 29 and May 31, 1902, 
20 bags of rice, 10 barrels potatoes, 10 barrels onions, 16 tins lard, and 
two tons coal were delivered to the Venezuelan authorities on their 
demand on behalf of the Government forces, and for these provisions, 
as expropriation for public benefit, the Venezuelan Government will 
have to pay; 

And whereas the prices that are claimed, viz., $6 for a bag of rice, 
$5 for a barrel [of] potatoes, $7 for a barrel [of] onions, $3 for a tin 
fof] lard, and $10 for a ton [of] coal, when compared with the market 
prices at Caracas, do not seem unreasonable, the sum of $308 will have 
to be paid for them. 

As for the further $106.60 claimed for provisions and ship stores, 
whereas there is given no proof of these provisions and stores being 
taken by or delivered to the Government, they cannot be allowed. 
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For passages since April 1st, 1902, claimant claims $224.62, and 
whereas evidence shows that all these passages were given on request 
of the Government, the claim has to be admitted, and whereas the prices 
charged are the same that formerly could be charged by the “Orinoco 
Shipping and Trading Company,” these prices seemed equitable ; 

Wherefore, the Venezuelan Government will have to pay on this item 
the sum of $224.62. 

As to the expenses caused by stoppage of the steamer Bolivar at San 
Felix when Ciudad Bolivar fell in the hands of the revolution— 

Whereas this stoppage was necessitated in behalf of the defense of the 
Government against revolution ; 

And whereas no unlawful act was done nor any obligatory act was 
neglected by the Government, this stoppage has to be regarded, as every 
stoppage of commerce, industry. and communication during war and 
revolution, as a common calamity that must be commonly suffered and 
for which government can not be proclaimed liable, 

Wherefore, this item of the claim has to be disallowed. 

And now as for the claim of $61,336.20 for losses of revenue from 
June to November, 1902, caused by the blockade of the Orinoco: 

Whereas a blockade is the occupation of a belligerent party on land 
and on sea of all the surroundings of a fortress, a port, a roadstead 
and even [of] all the coasts of its enemy, in order to prevent all com- 
munication with the exterior, with the right of “transient” occupation 
until it puts itself into real possession of that port of the hostile terri- 
tory, the act of forbidding and preventing the entrance of a port or 
a river on [its] own territory in order to secure internal peace and to 
prevent communication with the place occupied by rebels or a revolu- 
tionary party can not properly be named a blockade, and would only 
be a blockade when the rebels and revolutionists were recognized as a 
belligerent party; 

And whereas in absolute equity things should be judged by what they 
are and not by what they are called, such a prohibitive measure on 
[its] own territory can not be compared with blockade of a hostile 
place, and therefore the same rules can not be adopted; 

And whereas the right to open and close, as a sovereign on its own 
territory, certain harbors, ports and rivers in order to prevent the tres- 
passing of fiscal laws is not and could not be denied to the Venezuelan 
Government, much less this right can be denied when used in defense 
not only of some fiscal rights, but in defense of the very existence of 
the Government; 

And whereas the temporary closing of the Orinoco River (the so- 
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called “blockade”) in reality was only a prohibition to navigate that 
river in order to prevent communication with the revolutionists in 
Ciudad Bolivar and on the shores of the river, this lawful act by itself 
could never give a right to claims for damages to the ships that used 
to navigate the river; 

But whereas claimant does not found the claim on the closure itself 
of the Orinoco River, but on the fact that, notwithstanding this pro- 
hibition, other ships were allowed to navigate its waters and were dis- 
patched for their trips by the Venezuelan consul at Trinidad, whilst 
this was refused to claimant’s ships, which fact in the brief on behalf 
of the claimant is called “unlawful discrimination in the affairs of neu- 
trals,” it must be considered that whereas the revolutionists were not 
recognized belligerents there can not properly here be spoken of “neu- 
trals” and “the rights of neutrals,” but that 

Whereas it here properly was a prohibition to navigate; 

And whereas, where anything is prohibited, to him who held and 
used the right to prohibit can not be denied the right to permit in cer- 
tain circumstances what as a rule is forbidden, 

The Venezuelan Government, which prohibited the navigation of the 
Orinoco, could allow that navigation when it thought proper, and only 
evidence of unlawful discrimination, resulting in damages to third 
[parties], could make this permission a basis for a claim to third 
parties ; 

Now, whereas the aim of this prohibitive measure was to crush the 
rebels and revolutionists, or at least to prevent their being enforced, 
of course the permission that exempted from the prohibition might 
always be given where the use of the permission, far from endangering 
the aim of the prohibition, would tend to that same aim, as, for instance, 
in the case that the permission were given to strengthen the govern- 
mental forces or to provide in [for] the necessities of the loyal part of 
the population ; 

And whereas the inculpation of unlawful discrimination ought to 
be proved ; 

And whereas, on one side, it not only is not proved by evidence that 
the ships cleared by the Venezuelan consul during the period in ques- 
tion did not receive the permission to navigate the Orinoco in view of 
one of the aforesaid aims; 

But whereas, on the other side, evidence, as was said before, shows 
that the Government had sufficient reasons to believe claimant, if not 
assisting the revolutionists, at least to be friendly and rather partial 
to them, it can not be recognized as a proof of unlawful discrimination 
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that the Government, holding in view the aim of the prohibition and 
defending with all lawful measures its own existence, did not give to 
claimant the permission it thought fit to give to the above-mentioned 
ships ; 

And whereas therefore no unlawful act or culpable negligence on 
the part of the Venezuelan Government is proved that would make 
the Government liable for the damages claimant pretends to have suf- 
fered by the interruption of the navigation of the ()rinoco River; 

This item of the claim has to be disallowed. 

The last item of this claim is for $25,000 for counsel fees and 
expenses incurred in carrying out the above-examined and decided 
claims ; 

But whereas the greater part of the items of the claim had to be 
disallowed ; 

And whereas in respect to those that were allowed it is in no way 
proved by evidence that they were presented [?] to and refused by the 
Government of the Republic of the United States of Venezuela, and 
whereas therefore the necessity to incur those fees and further ex- 
penses in consequence of an unlawful act or culpable negligence of the 
Venezuelan Government is not proved, this item has, of course, to be 
disallowed. 

For all which reasons the Venezuelan Government owes to claimant: 


U.S. Gold 

For detention and use of the steamers Masparro and Socorro, 
SG,000 6405, D8 a eed asians the ahr tnade ee eer eee $27 692.31 
For goods delivered for use of the Government........... 308.00 
POR PASSA COG iss ois leche Natarasie oee chs ea aary tae ee eee 224.62 
Togethers totals, 1 500e 099? oO CO SUP RU ae 28,224.93 


While all the other items have to be disallowed. 


THE SAVARKAR CASE 


between 
FRANCE and GREAT BRITAIN 
Decided February 24, 1911 


Syllabus 

This case arose as the result of the escape of Savarkar, a Hindoo, 
who was being transported from England to India for trial on a 
charge of abetment of murder, and who at Marseilles on July 8, 1910, 
escaped to the shore from the Morea, a British merchant vessel, which 
was carrying him. While being pursued by Indian policemen from 
the vessel, he was captured by a French police officer, who returned 
him to the Morea, which sailed with the fugitive on board on the fol- 
lowing day. Subsequently, France demanded the restitution of the 
fugitive on the ground that his delivery to the British officers on board 
the vessel was contrary to the rules of international law, and, upon 
Great Britain’s refusal to comply, the questions of law and fact in- 
volved were, by a compromis signed October 25, 1910,1 submitted to 
the arbitration of a tribunal composed of the following members of 
the Permanent Court of Arbitration: Auguste M. F. Beernaert of 
Belgium, Louis Renault of France, Gregors Gram of Norway, A. F. 
de Savornin Lohman of Holland and the Earl of Desart of England. 
The sessions began February 14, 1911, and ended February 17, 1911, 
the decision being rendered February 24, 1911. 

The tribunal found that previously to the arrival of the Morea at 
Marseilles arrangements had been made between the British and 
French police to prevent the escape of the fugitive, and that, although 
the French officer who arrested him may have been ignorant of his 
identity, there was no fraud or force used to obtain possession of him 
and the failure of the French authorities to disavow the arrest and 
delivery before the ship sailed might naturally have led the British 
police to believe that the French officer acted in accordance with in- 
structions or that his conduct was approved. The tribunal held that 
while an irregularity was committed in the arrest of Savarkar and his 
delivery to the British police, there is no rule of international law 
which imposes under these circumstances any obligation on the Power 
which has the custody of the prisoner to restore him because of a 
mistake made by the foreign agent who delivered him up. 


1Post, p. 280. 
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AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the tribunal of arbitration in the case of Savarkar, be- 
tween France and Great Britain—The Hague, February 24, 
VOI. 

Whereas, by an agreement dated October 25th, 1910,” the Gov- 
ernment of the French Republic and the Government of His Britan- 
nic Majesty agreed to submit to arbitration the questions of fact and 
law raised by the arrest and restoration to the mail steamer Morea 
at Marseilles, on July 8th, 1910, of the British Indian Savarkar, who 
had escaped from that vessel where he was in custody; and the de- 
mand made by the Government of the French Republic for the resti- 
tution of Savarkar; 

The arbitral tribunal has been called upon to decide the follow- 
ing question: 

Should Vinayak Damodar Savarkar, in conformity with the rules 
of international law, be restored or not be restored by His Britannic 
Majesty's Government to the Government of the French Republic? 

Whereas, for the purpose of carrying out this agreement, the two 
Governments have respectively appointed as arbitrators: 

His Excellency Monsieur Beernaert, Minister of State, member 
of the Belgian Chamber of Representatives, etc., president; 

The Right Honorable, the Earl of Desart, formerly His Britannic 
Majesty’s Procurator General; 

Monsieur Louis Renault, professor at the University of Paris, 
Minister Plenipotentiary, Legal Adviser of the Department of For- 
eign Affairs; 

Monsieur G. Gram, formerly Norwegian Minister of State, Pro- 
vincial Governor ; 

His Excellency, the Jonkheer A. F. de Savornin Lohman, Minis- 
ter of State, member of the Second Chamber of the States-General 
of the Netherlands. 

And, further, the two Governments have respectively appointed 
as, their agents, 

The Government of the French Republic: 


1Official report, p. 54. For the French text, see A dix, p. 516. 
2Post, p. 280. wikia ce 
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Monsieur André Weiss, Assistant Legal Adviser of the Depart- 
ment of Foreign Affairs of the French Republic, professor of law 
at the University of Paris. 

The Government of His Britannic Majesty: 

Mr. Eyre Crowe, Counselor of Embassy, a senior clerk at the 
British Foreign Office. 

Whereas, in accordance with the provisions of the agreement, 
cases, counter-cases and replies have been duly exchanged between 
the parties, and communicated to the arbitrators. 

Whereas the tribunal met at The Hague on the 14th February, 
191 

Whereas, with regard to the facts which gave rise to the differ- 
ence of opinion between the two Governments, it is established that, 
by a letter dated June 29th, 1910, the Commissioner of the Metro- 
politan Police in London informed the Directeur de la Stireté gén- 
érale at Paris, that the British-Indian Vinayak Damodar Savarkar 
was about to be sent to India, in order to be prosecuted for abetment 
of murder, etc., and that he would be on board the vessel Morea 
touching at Marseilles on the 7th or 8th July. 

Whereas, in consequence of the receipt of this letter, the Minis- 
try of the Interior informed the Prefect of the Bouches-du-Rhéne, 
by a telegram dated the 4th July, 1910, that the British police was 
sending Savarkar to India on board the steamship Morea. This 
telegram states that some “revolutionnaires hindous’ [ Hindu revolu- 
tionaries] then on the continent might take advantage of this to 
further the escape of this foreigner, and the Prefect was requested 
to take the measures necessary to guard against any attempt of that 
kind. 

Whereas the Directeur de la Stireté générale replied by a letter 
dated the 9th July, 1910, to the letter of the Commissioner of the 
Metropolitan Police, stating that he had given the necessary instruc- 
tions for the purpose of guarding against the occurrence of any 
incident during the presence at Marseilles of the said Vinayak 
Damodar Savarkar, on board the steamship Morea. 

Whereas, on the 7th July, the Morea arrived at Marseilles. The 
following morning, between 6 and 7 o’clock, Savarkar, having suc- 
ceeded in effecting his escape, swam ashore and began to run; he 
was arrested by a brigadier of the French maritime gendarmerie 
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and taken back to the vessel. Three persons who had come ashore 
from the vessel assisted the brigadier in taking the fugitive back. 
On the 9th July, the Morea left Marseilles with Savarkar on board. 

Whereas, from the statements made by the French brigadier to 
the police of Marseilles, it appears : 

That he saw the fugitive, who was almost naked, get out of a 
porthole of the steamer, throw himself into the sea and swim to the 
quay ; 

That at the same moment some persons from the ship, who were 
shouting and gesticulating, rushed over the bridge leading to the 
shore, in order to pursue him; 

That a number of people on the quay commenced to shout 
“Arrétez-le’ ; 

That the brigadier at once went in pursuit of the fugitive and, 
coming up to him after running about five hundred metres, arrested 
him. 

Whereas the brigadier declares that he was altogether unaware 
of the identity of the person with whom he was dealing, that he 
only thought that the man who was escaping was one of the crew, 
who had possibly committed an offense on board the vessel. 

Whereas, with regard to the assistance afforded him by one of 
the crew and two Indian policemen, it appears from the explana- 
tions given on this point, that these men came up after the arrest of 
Savarkar, and that their intervention was only auxiliary to the ac- 
tion of the brigadier. The brigadier had seized Savarkar by one 
arm for the purpose of taking him back to the ship, and the prisoner 
went peaceably with him. The brigadier, assisted by the above- 
mentioned persons, did not relax his hold till he reached the half 
deck of the vessel. 

The brigadier said that he did not know English. 

From what has been stated, it would appear that the incident did 
not occupy more than a few minutes. 

Whereas it is alleged that the brigadier who effected the arrest 
was not ignorant of the presence of Savarkar on board the vessel, 
and that his orders, like those of all the French police [agents] and 
gendarmes, were to prevent any Hindu from coming on board who 
had not got a ticket. 
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Whereas these circumstances show that the persons on board in 
charge of Savarkar might well have believed that they could count 
on the assistance of the French police [agents]. 

Whereas it is established that a commissaire of the French 
police came on board the vessel shortly after her arrival at the port, 
and in accordance with the orders of the Prefect, placed himself at 
the disposal of the commander in respect of the watch to be kept; 

That, in consequence, this commissaire was put into communi- 
cation with the British police officer who, with other police officers, 
was in charge of the prisoner; 

That the Prefect of Marseilles, as appears from a telegram dated 
the 13th July, 1910, addressed to the Minister of the Interior, stated 
that he had acted in this matter in accordance with instructions 
given by the Siireté générale to make the necessary arrangements to 
prevent the escape of Savarkar. 

Whereas, having regard to what has been stated, it is manifest 
that the case is not one of recourse to fraud or force in order to 
obtain possession of a person who had taken refuge in foreign ter- 
ritory, and that there was not, in the circumstances of the arrest 
and delivery of Savarkar to the British authorities and of his re- 
moval to India, anything in the nature of a violation of the sover- 
eignty of France, and that all those who took part in the matter 
certainly acted in good faith and had no thought of doing anything 
unlawful. 

Whereas, in the circumstances cited above, the conduct of the 
brigadier not having been disclaimed by his chiefs before the morn- 
ing of the 9th July, that is to say, before the Morea left Marseilles, 
the British police might naturally have believed that the brigadier 
had acted in accordance with his instructions, or that his conduct 
had been approved. 

Whereas, while admitting that an irregularity was committed by 
the arrest of Savarkar and by his being handed over to the British 
police, there is no rule of international law imposing, in circum- 
stances such as those which have been set out above, any obligation 
on the Power which has in its custody a prisoner, to restore him 
because of a mistake committed by the foreign agent who delivered 
him up to that Power. 
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For these reasons: The arbitral tribunal decides that the Govern- 
ment of His Britannic Majesty is not required to restore the said 
Vinayak Damodar Savarkar to the Government of the French Re- 
public. 

Done at The Hague, at the Permanent Court of Arbitration, Feb- 
ruary 24th, 1911. 

The President: A. BEERNAERT 
The Secretary General: MiICHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN 


AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Agreement between the United Kingdom and France referring to 
arbitration the case of Vinayak Damodar Savarkar.—Signed at 
London, October 25, r91o.* 

The Government of His Britannic Majesty and the Government of 
the French Republic, having agreed, by an exchange of notes dated 
the 4th and 5th October, 1910, to submit to arbitration, on the one 
hand, the questions of fact and law raised by the arrest and restora- 
tion to the mail steamer Morea, at Marseilles, on the 8th July, 1910, 
of the Indian, Vinayak Damodar Savarkar, who had escaped from 
that vessel, on board of which he was in custody; and on the other 
hand, the demand of the Government of the Republic with a view to 
the restitution to them of Savarkar; 

The undersigned, duly authorized to this effect, have arrived at the 
following agreement: 

ARTICLE 1 


An arbitral tribunal, composed as hereinafter stated, shall under- 
take to decide the following question: 

Should Vinayak Damodar Savarkar, in conformity with the rules 
of international law, be restored or not be restored by His Britannic 
Majesty’s Government to the Government of the French Republic? 


ARTICLE 2 


The arbitral tribunal shall be composed of five arbitrators chosen 
from the members of the Permanent Court at The Hague. The two 
contracting Parties shall settle the composition of the tribunal. Each 
of them may choose as arbitrator one of their nationals. 


1Official report, p. 7. For the French text, see Appendix, p, 519. 
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ARTICLE 3 


On the 6th December, 1910, each of the high contracting Parties 
shall forward to the Bureau of the Permanent Court fifteen copies of 
its case, with duly certified copies of all documents which it proposes 
to put in. The Bureau will undertake without delay to forward them 
to the arbitrators and to each party: that is to say, two copies for each 
arbitrator and three copies for each party. Two copies will remain 
in the archives of the Bureau. 

On the 17th January, 1911, the high contracting Parties will 
deposit in the same manner their counter-cases, with documents in 
support of them. 

These counter-cases may necessitate replies, which must be pre- 
sented within a period of fifteen days after the delivery of the coun- 
ter-cases. 

The periods fixed by the present agreement for the delivery of 
the cases, counter-cases, and replies may be extended by mutual agree- 
ment between the high contracting Parties. 


ARTICLE 4 


The tribunal shall meet at The Hague the 14th February, 1911. 

Each party shall be represented by an agent, who shall serve as in- 
termediary between it and the tribunal. 

The arbitral tribunal may, if it thinks necessary, call upon one or 
other of the agents to furnish it with oral or written explanations, to 
which the agent of the other party shall have the right to reply. 

It shall also have the right to order the attendance of witnesses. 


ARTICLE 5 


The parties may employ the French or English language. The 
members of the tribunal may, at their own choice, make use of the 
French or English language. The decisions of the tribunal shall be 
drawn up in the two languages. 


ARTICLE 6 


The award of the tribunal shall be given as soon as possible, and, 
in any case, within thirty days following the date of its meeting at 
The Hague or that of the delivery of the written explanations which 
may have been furnished at its request. This period may, however, 
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be prolonged at the request of the tribunal if the two high contracting 
Parties agree. 
Done in duplicate at London, October 25, 1910. 
(t. 5.) EE. Grey 
(L. s.) Paut CAMBON 


ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Notes of October 25, 1910, of their Excellencies the Right Honorable 
Sir Edward Grey, Principal Secretary of State of His Britannic 
Majesty, and Mr. Paul Cambon, French Ambassador to London, 
supplementary to the Agreement for Arbitration of the same date.’ 

October 25, 1910. 

Your ExceLttency: With reference to the agreement which we 
have concluded this day, for the purpose of submitting to arbitration 
certain matters in connection with the arrest and restitution of Vin- 
ayak Demodar Savarkar, at Marseilles, in July last, I have the honour 
to place on record the understanding that any points which may arise 
in the course of this arbitration which are not covered by the terms 
of the Agreement above referred to shall be determined by the pro- 
visions of the International Convention for the pacific settlement of 

International disputes signed at The Hague, on the 18th of October, 

1907. 

It is further understood that each party shall bear its own expenses 
and an equal share of the expenses of the Tribunal. 


It have the honour, etc. 
Signed: E. Grey 


October 25, I910. 

Mr. Minister: I have the honor to acknowledge your Excel- 
lency’s note of this day relative to the agreement which we signed 
today for the purpose of submitting to arbitration certain matters con- 
cerning the arrest and restitution of Vinayak Damodar Savarkar, at 
Marseilles, July 8 last. I am authorized to confirm, with your Excel- 
lency, the understanding that all questions which may arise in the 
course of this arbitration, which are not covered by the terms of the 
agreement above referred to, shall be determined by the provisions 


nes report, pp. 9, 10. For the original text of the French note, see Appen- 
dix, p. 520. 
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of the Convention for the pacific settlement of international disputes 
signed at The Hague, October 18, 1907. 
It is further understood that each party shall bear its own expenses 
and an equal part of the expenses of the tribunal. 
Kindly accept, etc. 
Signed: PauLt CAMBON 


THE CANEVARO CASE 
between 
ITALY and PERU 


Decided May 3, 1912 


Syllabus 

The claim of the Italian Government against Peru on behalf of 
Napoléon, Carlos and Rafael Canevaro originated as follows: It 
appears that on December 12, 1880, N. de Pierola, at the time dictator 
of Peru, issued a decree by virtue of which there were created, under 
date of December 23, 1880, pay checks (bons de paiement, libramien- 
tos) to the order of the firm of José Canevaro & Sons for the sum of 
77,000 pounds sterling, payable at different periods; that these pay 
checks were not paid as they fell due; that in 1885, the father having 
died in 1883, the firm was reorganized with José Francisco, César and 
Rafael Canevaro, Peruvian citizens, as copartners, forming a Peru- 
vian corporation; that in 1885 the Peruvian Government paid 35,000 
pounds sterling on account, leaving due and outstanding to the firm 
the sum of 43,140 pounds sterling ; that the firm remained in existence 
until it was dissolved in 1900 by the death of José Francisco Canevaro; 
and that the pay checks (bons de paiement) finally passed into posses- 
sion of Napoléon and Carlos Canevaro, Italian subjects, and Rafael 
Canevaro, whose claim to Italian nationality was contested by Peru. 

Differences arose between the claimants and Peru as to whether the 
pay checks should be paid in coin, or in one per cent bonds in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Peruvian domestic debt law of June 
12, 1889, as to the amount which the claimants had a right to demand, 
and as to the nationality of Rafael Canevaro. Peru contended that 
the debt was contracted by Peru with a Peruvian corporation and 
that therefore its settlement was entirely a domestic matter, but, 
finally, on April 25, 1910, as the result of diplomatic negotiations with 
Italy, a compromis* was signed, submitting the questions in dispute to 
a tribunal of the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague com- 
posed of the following members: Louis Renault of France, Guido 
Fusinato of Italy and Manuel Alvarez Calderdn of Peru. The ses- 
sions began April 20, 1912, and ended April 22, 1912, the decision 
being rendered May 3, 1912. 

The tribunal first decided the status of Rafael Canevaro. It con- 
sidered him as having a twofold nationality: first, by birth in Peru, 
and, secondly, as the child of an Italian father; but, because of his 
having acted as a Peruvian citizen, it held that the Government of 
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Peru had a right to consider him as such and to deny his status as an 
Italian claimant. His claim was therefore dismissed. 

The tribunal found that the firm of Caneyaro & Sons, reorganized 
in 1885 upon the death of the father, was composed of Peruvian citi- 
zens, so that it was Peruvian by domicile as well as by the nationality 
of its members, and that the firm remained in existence until it was 
dissolved in 1900 by the death of José Francisco Canevaro. The debt 
was therefore domestic in its origin and subject to the laws of Peru, 
especially to the act of 1889, which Canevaro & Sons had recognized 
by attempting to avail itself of some of the provisions thereof. 
Napoléon and Carlos Canevaro urged their Italian nationality as a 
reason why the act of 1889 should not affect their claim, but the 
tribunal held that their title was derivative and could be neither bei- 
ter nor worse than the right originally acquired by the firm through 
which they directly or indirectly claimed. Hence, instead of the sum 
of 43,143 pounds sterling, they were only entitled to the bonds issued 
in 1889 to meet this indebtedness. The decision as to the amount of 
the claim was settled by the tribunal’s holding that it should be paid 
in bonds. As to the question of interest, the tribunal decided that the 
bonds or pay checks (libramientos) of 1880 bore four per cent until 
due, and after this period until payment the legal rate of six per cent. 
But, as the act of 1889 provided one per cent interest, the tribunal 
allowed four per cent upon the original outstanding indebtedness until 
the date of maturity, six per cent after that date until the first of 
January, 1889, and one per cent upon the bonds issued in 1889 until 
July 31, 1912, at which date the bonds were to be paid. The tribunal, 
however, provided further that payment might be delayed until the 
first of January, 1913, but that from the first of August, 1912, to the 
first of January, 1913, the debt should bear six per cent interest. 


AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the arbitral tribunal charged with passing on the dtffer- 
ence between Italy and Peru in regard.to the claim of the Canevaro 
brothers.—The Hague, May 3, 1912. 

Whereas, by a compromis dated April 25, 1910,” the Italian and 
Peruvian Governments agreed to submit the following questions to 
arbitration : 

Should the Peruvian Government pay in cash, or in accordance 
with the provisions of the Peruvian law of June 12, 1889, on the 
domestic debt, the bills of exchange (cambiali, libramientos) now in 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 522. 
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the possession of the brothers Napoléon, Carlos, and Rafael Cane- 
varo, which were drawn by the Peruvian Government to the order 
of the firm of José Canevaro & Sons for the sum of 43,140 pounds 
sterling, plus the legal interest on the said amount? 

Have the Canevaro brothers a right to demand the total amount 
claimed? 

Has Count Rafael Canevaro a right to be considered as an Italian 
claimant ? 

Whereas, pursuant to this compromis the following persons were 
designated as arbitrators: 

Mr. Louis Renault, Minister Plenipotentiary, memver of the In- 
stitute, professor in the Faculty of Law at the University of Paris 
and at the School of Political Sciences, Counselor for the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, president ; 

Mr. Guido Fusinato, Doctor of Law, former Minister of Public 
Instruction, honorary professor of international law at the Univer- 
sity of Turin, Deputy, Counselor of State; 

His Excellency Mr. Manuel Alvarez Calderon, Doctor of Law, 
professor at the University of Lima, Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary of Peru at Brussels and Berne. . 

Whereas, the two Governments have respectively appointed as 
counsel : 

The Royal Italian Government: Professor Vittorio Scialoja, 
Senator of the Kingdom of Italy and as assistant counsel, Count 
Giuseppe Francesco Canevaro, Doctor of Law; 

The Peruvian Government: Mr. Manuel Maria Mesones, Doctor 
of Law, attorney. 

Whereas, in accordance with the terms of the compromis, the 
memorials and counter-memorials have been duly exchanged be- 
tween the parties and communicated to the arbitrators; 

Whereas, the tribunal met at The Hague on April 20, 1912. 

Whereas, in order to simplify the following statement it is deemed 
best to pass first upon the third question contained in the compromis, 
that is, the question of the status of Rafael Canevaro; 

Whereas, according to Peruvian legislation (Article 34 of the 
Constitution), Rafael Canevaro is a Peruvian by birth because born 
on Peruvian territory, 
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And, whereas, on the other hand, according to Italian legislation 
(Article 4 of the Civil Code) he is of Italian nationality because 
born of an Italian father; 

Whereas, as a matter of fact, Rafael Canevaro has on several oc- 
casions acted as a Peruvian citizen, both by running as a candidate 
for the Senate, where none are admitted except Peruvian citizens 
and where he succeeded in defending his election, and, particularly, 
by accepting the office of Consul General for the Netherlands, after 
having secured the authorization of both the Peruvian Government 
and the Peruvian Congress; 

Whereas, under these circumstances, whatever Rafael Canevaro’s 
status as a national may be in Italy, the Government of Peru has 
a right to consider him a Peruvian citizen and to deny his status 
as an Italian claimant. 

Whereas, the debt which gave rise to the claim submitted to the 
tribunal is the result of a decree of the dictator Pierola of December 
12, 1880, by virtue of which there were issued, under date of the 
23d of the same month, pay checks (bons de paiement, libramientos) 
to the order of the firm of José Canevaro & Sons for the sum of 
77,000 pounds sterling, payable at different periods; 

Whereas, these “checks” were not paid at the periods set, which 
periods were coincident with the period of enemy occupation ; 

Whereas, a payment on account of 35,000 pounds sterling was 
made at London in 1885, leaving a debt of 43,140 pounds sterling, 
regarding which a decision is necessary ; 

Whereas, it is shown from the facts of the case that the business 
firm of José Canevaro & Sons, established at Lima, was reorganized 
in 1885, after the death of its founder in 1883; 

Whereas the firm name of José Canevaro & Sons was preserved 
though, in reality, as shown by the act of liquidation of February 
6, 1905, the company was composed of José Francisco and César 
Canevaro, whose Peruvian nationality was never contested, and of 
Rafael Canevaro, whose Peruvian nationality, in accordance with 
Peruvian law, has just been recognized by the tribunal; 

Whereas, this company, whose firm name was Peruvian and 
whose members were of Peruvian nationality, continued to exist 
until the death of José Francisco Canevaro, in 1900. 
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Whereas, it was during the existence of this company that the 
Peruvian laws of October 26, 1886, June 12, 1889, and December 
17, 1898, were enacted, prescribing the gravest measures with re- 
gard to the debts of the Peruvian Government, which measures 
appeared to be necessary owing to the deplorable condition to which 
Peru had been reduced by the evils of foreign and civil war; 

Whereas, it is not the place of the tribunal to pass judgment upon 
the provisions themselves of the laws of 1889 and 1898, which pro- 
visions were indeed very severe upon the creditors of Peru, but as 
these provisions were, without doubt, forced upon Peruvian indi- 
viduals and corporations alike, the tribunal can but recognize the 
fact. 

Whereas, on September 30, 1890, the Canevaro company, through 
its representative, Giacometti, applied to the Senate for payment of 
the 43,140 pounds sterling which had, according to it, been fur- 
nished to meet the needs of the war; 

Whereas, on April 9, 1891, in a letter addressed to the President 
of the Tribunal of Accounts, Giacometti assigned a triple origin to 
the debt: a balance due the Canevaro firm from the Government in 
payment of armaments bought in Europe during the war; drafts 
drawn by the Government against a consignment of guano to the 
United States, protested and then paid by José Francisco Canevaro; 
money furnished for the army by General Canevaro; 

Whereas, also, on April 1, 1891, the said Giacometti, addressing 
the President of the Tribunal of Accounts, had invoked Article 
14 of the law of June 12, 1889, which he said Congress had passed 
“for the most patriotic purposes,” in order to obtain a settlement of 
the debt; 

Whereas, the representative of the Canevaro firm had at first 
assigned a manifestly erroneous origin to the debt, it having by no 
means been a question of supplies furnished or advances made in 
view of the war against Chile, but, as was recognized later on, solely 
a question of the repayment of previous drafts which, drawn by the 
Peruvian Government, had been protested and then paid by the 
Canevaro firm; 

Whereas, this is the standpoint from which the matter 
should be examined. 
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Whereas, the Canevaro firm acknowledged in 1890 and 1891 that 
it was subject to the law on domestic debt, and merely sought to 
place itself in a position to take advantage of a favorable provision 
of this law instead of submitting to the common fate of the cred- 
itors; 

Whereas, its claim does not come within the provisions of Article 
14 of said law, which it invoked, as above stated; and whereas, this 
case is not a question of a deposit received by the Government, nor 
of bills of exchange drawn upon the Government, accepted by it, 
and acknowledged to be lawful by the “present”? Government, but 
of an operation connected with accounts, being not for the purpose 
of procuring resources for the Government, but for the purpose of 
settling a previous debt; 

Whereas, the Canevaro claim does, on the contrary, come within 
the very comprehensive terms of Article 1, No. 4, of the law which 
mentions pay orders (libramientos), bonds (bons), checks, bills and 
other money orders issued by the national bureaus up to January, 
1880; and whereas, we may, as a matter of fact, offer the cbjection 
that this phrase [up to January, 1880] would seem to exclude the 
Canevaro claim, which is of December 23, 1880; nevertheless it is 
important to remark that this limitation as to date was for the pur- 
pose of excluding claims arising from acts of the dictator Pierola, in 
accordance with the law of 1886, which declared all acts of the lat- 
ter void; and whereas, thus construing literally the provision in 
question, the Canevaro claim could not be invoked on any score, 
even to obtain the slight portion allowed by the law of 1889; 

But whereas, on the one hand, it appears from the circumstances 
and from the terms of the compromis that the Peruvian Government 
itself acknowledges that the annulment prescribed by the law of 
1886 does not apply to the Canevaro claim; and, on the other hand, 
that the annulment prescribed by the Pierola decree would leave in- 
tact the previous claim arising from the payment of the drafts; 

And that thus the claim arising from the bonds of 1880, delivered 
to the Canevaro firm, must be considered as coming within the 
category of the evidences of indebtedness enumerated in Article 1, 
No. 4, of the law; 

And whereas, it has been held, in a general way, that the law of 
1889 ought not to apply to the Canevaro claim, and that the claim 
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ought not to be considered as falling within the domestic debt, since 
its very characteristics precluded this, the certificates of indebtedness 
being to order, made payable in pounds sterling, and belonging to 
Italians; 

Whereas, apart from the nationality of the individuals, it is un- 
derstood that financial measures adopted within a country do not 
affect transactions entered into abroad by means of which the Gov- 
ernment has made a direct appeal for foreign credit; this, however, 
is not the case here; in the matter of the bills issued in December, 
1880, we are clearly dealing with an arrangement of a domestic 
nature, with bills drawn in Lima, payable in Lima, in compensation 
for a payment made voluntarily in the interest of the Government 
of Peru; 

And this is not impaired by the fact that the evidences of indebt- 
edness were to order and payable in pounds sterling, which fact 
did not prevent the Peruvian law from being applicable to the debt 
created and payable in the territory in which the said law prevailed; 

Whereas, the enumeration contained in Article 1, No. 4, as re- 
ferred to above, comprises evidences of indebtedness payable to 
order, and Article 5 foresees that conversions of money may be 
necessary ; 

Whereas, finally, as has been stated before, when the financial 
measures which gave rise to the claim were taken, the claim be- 
longed to a company which was incontestably Peruvian ; 

And whereas, the claim of 1880 belongs at present to three Cane- 
varo brothers, two of whom are certainly Italians; 

Whereas, it is justifiable to question whether or not this circum- 
stance renders the law of 1889 inapplicable; 

And whereas, it is unnecessary for the tribunal to consider the 
claim as one belonging to Italians at the time of the enactment of 
the law which reduced to such an extent the rights of Peruvian 
creditors, or to consider whether the same sacrifices could be im- 
posed upon foreigners as upon natives; 

But whereas, at present it is solely a question of ascertaining 
whether a position in which natives are placed, and from which for 
them there is no escape, is radically modified when, in one way or 
another, foreigners are substituted for them; 


THE CANEVARO CASE 291 


And whereas, such a modification could not easily be admitted, 
since it would be contrary to the plain proposition that an assignee 
has no greater rights than the assignor; 

And whereas, the Canevaro brothers appear as holding the dis- 
puted evidences of indebtedness by virtue of an indorsement; 

And whereas, there is invoked in their behalf the ordinary effect 
of indorsement, which is to make the bearer of a note to order the 
direct creditor of the debtor, enabling him to reject any exceptions 
which might be made against his indorser; 

And whereas, if we reject the theory that, outside of negotiable 
paper, indorsement is a purely civil conveyance, then we must, in 
this instance, refuse to admit the effect of indorsement; 

And while, in reality, the date of the indorsement of the evidences 
of indebtedness of 1880 is not known, it is an indisputable fact that 
this indorsement occurred long after the paper became due; and 
there is therefore ground for applying the provision of the Peruvian 
Code of Commerce of 1902 (Article 436), according to which in- 
dorsement subsequent to maturity has only the force of an ordinary 
conveyance ; 

And whereas, moreover, the rule invoked above in regard to the 
effect of indorsement does not prevent making exceptions against 
the bearer, drawn from the very nature of the paper, which he knew 
or ought to have known; 

And whereas, it is useless to remark that the Canevaro brothers 
knew perfectly well the character of the papers indorsed in their 
behalf ; 

And whereas, while the Canevaro brothers can not, as possessors 
of the claim by virtue of an indorsement, acquire a more favorable 
status than that of the company from which they derived their 
rights, it is a question whether their status should not be different 
if they are regarded as heirs of José Francisco Canevaro, which 
they appear to be in a notarial declaration of February 6, 1905; 

Whereas, as a matter of fact, there is this difference between a 
conveyance and an inheritance: in the latter case, the claim has not 
passed from one person to another by an act of pure will; 

Whereas, nevertheless, no decisive reason is found for admitting 
that the situation has changed by virtue of the fact that Italians 
succeeded a Peruvian and that the heirs have a new title which en- 
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ables them to avail themselves of the claim under more favorable 
conditions than the de cujus; 

Whereas, it is a general rule that heirs receive property subject to 
the same conditions as obtained when it was in the possession of the 
deceased ; 

Whereas, it has been maintained that the Peruvian law of 1889 
on domestic debt, did not modify the obligations existing against 
Peru, but only gave to the administration the authority to pay its 
debts in a certain manner when the creditors demanded payment 
thereof, and that it is to the moment when payment is demanded that 
we should look in order to ascertain whether the exceptions specified 
in the law may be invoked against all persons, and especially against 
foreigners; 

Whereas, as the present owners of the claim are Italians, it would 
be proper for the tribunal to pass on the question whether the Peru- 
vian law of 1889 may, in spite of its exceptional character, be im- 
posed upon foreigners; 

But whereas, this view appears at variance with the general terms 
and spirit of the law of 1889; 

Whereas, Congress, whose acts are not here under examination, 
intended to settle entirely the financial situation of Peru, and sub- 
stitute the bonds which it issued for the old bonds; 

Whereas, this situation is not altered because some creditors apply 
earlier than others for the settlement of their claims; 

Whereas, this was the situation with regard to the Canevaro firm, 
which was Peruvian when the law of 1889 went into effect; 

And whereas, for the reasons already set forth, this situation has 
not been changed in law by the fact that the claim has passed into 
the hands of Italians by indorsement or by inheritance; 

And whereas, finally, the allegation that the Peruvian Govern- 
ment should indemnify the claimants for the damages occasioned 
them by its delay in discharging the debt of 1880, and that the 
damage is measured by the difference between payment in gold and 
payment in bonds of the consolidated debt; and that thus the Peru- 
vian Government would be bound to pay in gold the sum claimed, 
even though it be admitted that the law of 1889 was properly applied 
to the indebtedness; 
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And whereas, the tribunal considers that in following this line of 
reasoning it would be departing from the terms of the compromis, 
which stipulates that it shall decide only whether the Peruvian Gov- 
ernment should pay in cash or in accordance with the provisions of 
the Peruvian law of June 12, 1889; 

And whereas, since the tribunal has admitted the latter alternative, 
the former solution should be excluded; 

And whereas, further, the tribunal is not charged with decid- 
ing what responsibility the Peruvian Government may have in- 
curred on any other score, and with inquiring as to whether the 
delay in payment may or may not be condoned because of the try- 
ing circumstances in which Peru was placed, especially in view of 
the fact that the question would, in reality, be one as to the responsi- 
bility incurred toward a Peruvian firm, the creditor when the delay 
occurred ; 

And whereas, it is proper to estimate the amount of the Canevaro 
claim at the time the law of 1889 went into effect; 

Whereas, it was composed primarily of the principal, amounting 
to 43,140 pounds sterling, to which must be added the interest which 
had accrued up to that time; 

Whereas, the interest, which, according to the decree of Decem- 
ber 23, 1880, was four per cent per annum up to the respective ma- 
turities of the bonds delivered (délivrés) and which was included in 
the amount of these bonds, should be calculated from the said 
maturity dates at the legal rate of six per cent (Article 1274 of the 
Peruvian Civil Code) up to January 1, 1889; 

Whereas, we thus obtain the sum of 16,577 pounds, 2 shillings, 2 
pence sterling, which must be added to the principal in order to 
make up the total amount to be repaid in certificates of the consoli- 
dated debt, yielding one per cent interest, payable in gold, from 
January 1, 1889, until final payment; 

And whereas, according to the above decision in regard to the 
status of Rafael Canevaro, the tribunal is to pass judgment only in 
regard to his two brothers; 

And whereas, it is the duty of the tribunal to regulate the mode 
of executing the award: 

Therefore, 
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The arbitral tribunal decides that the Peruvian Government shall, 
on July 31, 1912, deliver to the Italian Legation at Lima, on account 
of the brothers Napoléon and Carlos Canevaro: 

1. In one per cent bonds of the domestic debt of 1889, the nom- 
inal amount of 39,811 pounds, 8 shillings, 1 penny sterling upon the 
surrender of two-thirds of the bonds issued on December 23, 1880, 
to the firm of José Canevaro & Sons; 

2. In gold, the sum of 9,388 pounds, 17 shillings, 1 penny ster- 
ling, the amount of interest at one per cent from January 1, 1889, 
to July 31, 1912. 

The Peruvian Government may delay payment of this latter sum 
until January 1, 1913, provided it pays interest thereon at the rate 
of six per cent from August 1, 1912. 

Done at The Hague, in the palace of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration, on May 3, 1912. 

Louis RENAULT, President 
MICHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN, Secretary General 


AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Protocol between Italy and Peru for the arbitration of the Canevaro 
claim.—Signed at Lima, April 25, Ig10.2 

Dr. Don Meliton F. Porras, Minister of Foreign Relations of Peru, 
and Count Giulio Bolognesi, Chargé d’Affaires of Italy, having met at 
the office of the former, have agreed upon the following: 

The Government of the Peruvian Republic, and the Government of 
His Majesty, the King of Italy, not having succeeded in reaching an 
agreement in regard to the claim presented by the latter on behalf of 
Count Napoléon, Carlos and Rafael Canevaro, for the payment of the 
sum of forty-three thousand, one hundred and forty pounds sterling 
and the legal interest thereon, which they demand from the Govern- 
ment of Peru, 

Have resolved, in accordance with Article 1 of the general treaty of 
arbitration in force between the two countries, to submit this con- 
troversy to the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague, which 
Court shall decide in accordance with law the following points: 


1American Journal of International Law, vol. 6, Supplement, p. 212. For 
the original Italian and Spanish texts, see Appendix, p. 528. 
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Should the Government of Peru pay in cash, or in accordance with 
the Peruvian law of June 12, 1889, on the domestic debt, the bills of 
exchange (libramientos) now in the possession of the brothers Napo- 
léon, Carlos and Rafael Canevaro which were drawn by the Peruvian 
Government to the order of the firm of José Canevaro and Sons for 
the sum of 43,140 pounds sterling, plus the legal interest on the said 
amount ? 

Have the Canevaro brothers a right to demand the total amount 
claimed ? 

Has Don Rafael Canevaro a right to be considered as an Italian 
claimant ? 

The Government of the Republic of Peru and the Government of 
His Majesty, the King of Italy, pledge themselves to designate, within 
four months from the date of this protocol, the members who are to 
constitute the arbitral tribunal. 

Seven months after said arbitral tribunal has been organized, both 
Governments shall submit to the same a complete statement of the con- 
troversy, together with all the documents, evidence, briefs and argu- 
ments in the case, each Government being entitled to a period of five 
months in order to file its answer to the other Government, and in said 
answer they shall only be allowed to refer to the allegations contained 
in the statement of the other side. 

The controversy shall then be deemed closed, unless the arbitral 
tribunal should require new documents, proofs, or briefs, in which 
case they must be presented within the term of four months from the 
time the arbitrator should demand the presentation of the same. 

Should said documents, proofs or briefs not be presented within 
this period, an arbitral sentence shall be passed as if the same did 
not exist. 

In witness whereof the undersigned put their names to the present 
protocol, drawn in Spanish and Italian, affixing their respective seals 
thereon. 

Done in duplicate in Lima, the 25th day of April, 1910. 

(iS); Mi PorraAs 
(L. S.) Grurio BoLoGNeEsi 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 
Notes Concerning the Formation of the Arbitral TribunaP 


MINISTRY OF ForREIGN AFFAIRS, 
Lima, April 27, I9IO0. 
Sir: There being no stipulation in the protocol submitting to arbitra- 
tion the claim presented against the Peruvian Government by the 
brothers Canevaro, in regard to the formation of the arbitral tribunal, 
it is a pleasure to me to propose to your Excellency that the same 
be made in accordance with Article 87 of the Convention for the 
pacific settlement of international disputes, signed at The Hague in 
1907. 
I reiterate to your Excellency the assurances of my highest con- 
sideration. 
M. F. Porras 
To Count GiuLio BoLOGNESI, 
Chargé d’ Affaires of Italy. 


LEGATION oF His MAjEsty, THE KING oF ITALY, 
Lima, April 27, 1910. 
Mr. Minister: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of the 
note of your Excellency No. 18, of this date, and I am highly pleased 
to accept the proposal of your Excellency providing for the formation 
of the arbitral tribunal at The Hague to pass upon the Canevaro con- 
troversy, in accordance with the provisions of Article 87 of the Con- 
vention for the pacific settlement of international disputes signed at 
The Hague in 1907. 
Be pleased, Mr. Minister, to accept the assurances of my highest 
and distinguished consideration. 
GiuLio BoLoGNeEsI 
To His Excellency, 
Dr. MELItTon F. Porras, 
Minister of Foreign Relations. 


1American Journal of International Law, vol 6, Supplement, p. 214. For 
the original Spanish text, see Appendix, p. 530. 
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THE RUSSIAN INDEMNITY CASE 


between 
RUSSIA and TURKEY 


Decided November 11, 1912 


Syllabus 


Article 5 of the treaty of Constantinople, concluded January 27/ 
February 8, 1879, between Russia and Turkey, which ended the war 
of 1877-78 between those two countries, stipulated that “the claims 
of Russian subjects and institutions in Tutkey for indemnity on ac- 
count of damages sustained during the war shall be paid as soon as 
they are examined by the Russian Embassy at Constantinople and 
transmitted to the Sublime Porte.” 

The claims were duly examined by the Embassy and presented to 
the Turkish Government, but payments were delayed and only made 
under constant pressure from the Russian Government. 

The claims amounted in all to 6,186,543 francs, of which sum 50,000 
Turkish pounds were paid in 1884, 50,000 in 1889, 75,000 in 1893, 
50,000 in 1894, and a trifle over 42,438 in 1902, leaving a balance of 
1,539 Turkish pounds, which the Turkish Government deposited in 
the Ottoman Bank to the credit of Russia, but which the latter re- 
fused to receive on the ground that payment of the interest which 
Russia claimed for the delayed payments had not been made. The 
controversy over this interest was submitted by a compromis signed 
at Constantinople July 22/August 4, 1910,1 to the arbitration of a 
tribunal composed of the following: Charles Edouard Lardy, of 
Switzerland; Baron Michel de Taube and André Mandelstam, of 
Russia, and Herante Abro Bey and Ahmed Réchid Bey, of Turkey. 
Of these members, only two, viz., Lardy and de Taube, were selected 
from the panel of the Permanent Court. The sessions began February 
15, 1911, and ended November 6, 1912, the decision being rendered 
November 11, 1912. 

On a preliminary question raised by Turkey—that the claims were 
due to certain specified subjects of Russia and not to the Russian 
Government, and that therefore Russia as such had no standing in the 
court—the tribunal found that the treaty was made with Russia for 
the benefit of its subjects, and rejected the Turkish contention. 

On the main question the tribunal decided that Turkey was respon- 
sible in the same manner as a private debtor for the payment of inter- 
est, but was only responsible after demand had been made for the 
payment of the principal and interest upon such principal. The tri- 


1Post, p. 324. 
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bunal found that Russia had made such a demand in proper form on 
December 31, 1890/January 12, 1891, but that subsequently the Rus- 
sian Government, through its Embassy at Constantinople, repeatedly 
agreed to accept the balance as stated by Turkey, in which no interest 
was included. The tribunal considered this to be a renunciation of 
the claim for interest, and held that, after the principal had been paid 
in full to Russia or placed at its disposal, the Russian Government 
was, by the interpretation which had been accepted and practiced in 
its name by its Embassy, estopped from reopening the question. 


AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the arbitral tribunal constituted by virtue of the arbitra- 
tion agreement signed at Constantinople between Russia and Tur- 
key, July 22/August 4, 1910.—The Hague, November 11, 1912.” 
By a compromis signed at Constantinople, July 22/August 4, 

1910,? the Imperial Government of Russia and the Imperial Otto- 

man Government agreed to submit to an arbitral tribunal the final 

decision of the following questions: 

I. Whether or not the Imperial Ottoman Government must pay 
the Russian claimants interest-damages by reason of the dates on 
which the said Government made payment of the indemnities de- 
termined in pursuance of Article 5 of the Treaty of January 27/ 
February 8, 1879, as well as of the protocol of the same date? 

II. In case the first question is decided in the affirmative, what 
should be the amount of these interest-damages ? 

The arbitral tribunal was composed of : 

His Excellency Monsieur Lardy, Doctor of Laws, member and 
former president of the Institute of International Law, Envoy Ex- 
traordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Switzerland at Paris, 
member of the Permanent Court of Arbitration, umpire; 

His Excellency Baron Michel de Taube, Assistant Minister of 
Public Instruction of Russia, Councilor of State, Doctor of Laws, 
associate of the Institute of International Law, member of the Per- 
manent Court of Arbitration; 


1American Journal of International Law, vol. 7., p. 178. For the original 
French text, see Appendix, p. 532. 
2P ost, pe O24: 
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Mr. André Mandelstam, First Dragoman of the Imperial Em- 
bassy of Russia at Constantinople, Councilor of State, Doctor 
of International Law, associate of the Institute of International 
Law; 

Herante Abro Bey, Licentiate in Law, Legal Counselor of the 
Sublime Porte; and 

Ahmed Réchid Bey, Licentiate in Law, Legal Counselor of the 
Sublime Porte. 

Mr. Henri Fromageot, Doctor of Laws, associate of the Insti- 
tute of International Law, advocate in the Court of Appeals of 
Paris, acted as agent of the Imperial Russian Government and was 
assisted by 

Mr. Francis Rey, Doctor of Laws, Secretary of the European 
Commission of the Danube, in the capacity of secretary; 

Mr. Edouard Clunet, advocate in the Court of Appeals of 
Paris, member and former president of the Institute of International 
Law, acted as agent of the Imperial Ottoman Government and was 
assisted by 

Mr. Ernest Roguin, professor of comparative legislation in the 
University of Lausanne, member of the Institute of International 
Law, in the capacity of counsel to the Ottoman Government ; 

Mr. André Hesse, Doctor of Laws, advocate in the Court of Ap- 
peals of Paris, in the capacity of counsel to the Ottoman Govern- 
ment; 

Youssouf Kémal Bey, professor in the Faculty of Law of Con- 
stantinople, former deputy, director of the Ottoman Commission 
of Juridical Studies; in the capacity of counsel to the Ottoman Gov- 
ernment ; 

Mr. C. Campinchi, Advocate in the Court of Appeals of Paris, in 
the capacity of secretary to the agent of the Ottoman Government ; 

Baron Michiels van Verduynen, secretary general of the Inter- 
national Bureau of the Permanent Court of Arbitration, acted as 
secretary general, and 

Jonkheer W. Roell, first secretary of the International Bureau of 
the Court, attended to the secretariat. 

After a first session at The Hague on February 15, 1911, to ar- 
range certain questions of procedure, the cases and counter-cases 
were duly exchanged by the parties and communicated to the arbi- 
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trators, who declared respectively, as well as the agents of the par- 
ties, that they waived the right to ask for further information. 

The arbitral tribunal met again at The Hague on October 28, 29, 
30, 31, November 2, 5, and 6, 1912, and after having heard the oral 
arguments of the agents and counsel of the parties, made the follow- 
ing award: 

PRELIMINARY QUESTION 


In view of the preliminary request of the Imperial Ottoman Gov- 
ernment that the claim of the Imperial Russian Government be 
declared inadmissible without examining the principal question, the 
tribunal, considering that the Imperial Ottoman Government bases 
this preliminary request, in its written demands, upon the fact 


That the direct creditors for the principal sums adjudged to 
them were the Russian subjects individually, benefiting by a 
stipulation made in their names, either in the preliminaries of 
peace signed at San Stefano, February 19/March 3, 1878, or 
by Article 5 of the treaty of Constantinople of January 27/ 
February 8, 1879, or by the protocol of the same date, and that 
their titles in this respect were established by the designative 
decisions of the commission ad hoc which met at the Russian 
Embassy at Constantinople, which decisions were communi- 
cated to the Sublime Porte; 

That, under these circumstances, the Imperial Russian Gov- 
ernment should have proved the survival of the rights of each 
claimant and the identity of the persons entitled at the present 
time to avail themselves of these rights, especially since the 
transfer of certain of these rights has been reported to the Im- 
perial Ottoman Government; 

That, even admitting that the Russian State was the only 
direct creditor as to the indemnities, the Imperial Russian Gov- 
ernment should have, nevertheless, made such proof, inasmuch 
as the said Government could not deny its duty to transmit to 
the claimants or their assigns the sums which it might obtain 
in the present suit as moratory interest-damages, the claimants 
appearing, upon this supposition, as beneficiaries of the stipula- 
tion made in their interest, if not as creditors. 

That, however, the Imperial Russian Government furnished 
no proof as to the identity of the claimants or of their assigns, 
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or as to the survival of their claims (Counter-reply of Turkey, 
pp. 81 and 82) ; 


Considering that the Imperial Russian Government maintains, on 
the contrary, in its written demands 


That the debt specified in the treaty of 1879 is, none the less, 
a debt of State to State; that it could not be otherwise as to the 
responsibility resulting from the failure to pay the said debt; 
that consequently the Imperial Russian Government alone is 
qualified to receipt for it, and for that reason to receive the 
sums to be paid to the claimants; that, moreover, the Imperial 
Ottoman Government does not dispute the Russian Govern- 
ment’s title of direct creditor of the Sublime Porte; 

That the Imperial Russian Government is acting by virtue 
of a right which it possesses in claiming the interest-damages 
on account of the non-fulfilment of an engagement made with 
it directly ; 

That it fully proves its rights by establishing the non-fulfil- 
ment of this engagement, which, moreover, is not disputed, and 
by presenting its title, which is the treaty ‘of i RRYAS Goa ac sage 

That the Sublime Porte, provided with the receipt regularly 
delivered to it by the Imperial Russian Government has no con- 
cern in the allotment of the sums distributed or to be distrib- 
uted by the said Government among its subjects entitled to 
indemnity; that this is a question of a domestic nature with 
which the Imperial Ottoman Government has nothing to do 
(Reply of Russia, pp. 49 and 50) ; 


Considering that the origin of the claim goes back to a war and 
an international fact in the first degree; that the source of the indem- 
nity is not only an international treaty but a treaty of peace and the 
agreements made with a view to the execution of this treaty of 
peace; that this treaty and these agreements were between Russia 
and Turkey, settling between themselves, State to State, as public 
and sovereign Powers, a question of international law; that the pre- 
liminaries of peace included in the indemnities “which His Majesty 
the Emperor of Russia claims that the Sublime Porte bound itself 
to pay to him” the ten million roubles allowed as damages and in- 
terest to Russian subjects who were victims of the war in Turkey; 
that this condition of debt from State to State has been confirmed 
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by the fact that the claims were to be examined by a purely Russian 
commission; that the Imperial Russian Government has full author- 
ity in the matter of conferring, collecting and distributing the in- 
demnities, in its capacity as sole creditor; that whether, in theory, 
Russia has acted by virtue of its right to protect its nationals or by 
some other right is a matter of little moment, since it is with the 
Imperial Russian Government alone that the Sublime Porte entered 
into or undertook the engagement the fulfilment of which is de- 
manded; 

Considering that the fulfilment of engagements between States, 
as between individuals, is the surest commentary on the effective- 
ness of these engagements; 

That, upon the attempt of the Ottoman financial department in 
1885 to impose the proportional stamp-tax required from individ- 
uals by the Ottoman laws, upon a receipt given by the Russian Em- 
bassy at Constantinople for a payment on account, Russia immedi- 
ately protested and maintained “that the debt was one contracted 
by the Ottoman to the Russian Government” . . . and “not a simple 
debt between individuals arising from a private engagement or con- 
tract” (Russian note of March 15/27, 1885, Russian memorandum, 
appendix No. 19, p. 19); that the Sublime Porte did not insist, and 
that in fact the two parties have constantly acted in practice, for 
more than fifteen years, as if Russia was the creditor of Turkey and 
not of private claimants; 

That the Sublime Porte has made, without a single exception, all 
the successive payments upon the receipt alone of the Russian Em- 
bassy at Constantinople, acting in behalf of its Government; 

That the Sublime Porte has never asked, upon payments on ac- 
count, if the beneficiaries were still living or who were their assigns 
at the time, or according to what method the payments on account 
were divided among them, leaving this duty entirely to the Imperial 
Russian Government ; 

Considering that the Sublime Porte contends, in the main, in the 
present litigation, that it is fully released by the payments which 
it has, in fact, made to the Imperial Russian Government alone rep- 
resented by its Embassy, without the participation of the claimants; 

For these reasons decides that 

The preliminary request is set aside. 
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Passing then upon the main question, the arbitral tribunal ren- 
ders the following decision: 


I 
In THE MATTER oF Fact 


The protocol signed at Adrianople, January 19/31, 1878, which 
put an end by an armistice to hostilities between Russia and Turkey, 
contains the following stipulation: 


5. The Sublime Porte engages to indemnify Russia for the 
cost of the war and the losses that it has been forced to suffer. 
The character of this indemnity, whether pecuniary, territorial 
or other, will be arranged later. 


Article 19 of the preliminaries of peace signed at San Stefano, 
February 19/March 3, 1878, is in these terms: 


The war indemnities and the losses suffered by Russia which 
His Majesty the Emperor of Russia claims, and which the 
Sublime Porte has engaged to pay to him, consist of: (a) 900 
million roubles, war expenses; (b) 400 million roubles, dam- 
ages upon the southern coast; (c) 100 million roubles, dam- 
ages in the Caucasus; (d) ten million roubles, damages and in- 
terest to Russian subjects and institutions in Turkey; total, 
1400 million roubles. 


And further on: 


The ten million roubles claimed as indemnity for Russian 
subjects and institutions in Turkey shall be paid as soon as the 
claims of those interested have been examined by the Russian 
Embassy at Constantinople and transmitted to the Sublime 
Porte. 


At the Congress of Berlin, at the session of July 2, 1878, protocol 
No. 11, it was agreed that the ten million roubles in question did 
not concern Europe but only the two interested States, and that 
they would not be mentioned in the treaty between the Powers rep- 
resented at Berlin. Consequently the question was again taken up 
directly between Russia and Turkey, who stipulated, in the final 
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treaty of peace signed at Constantinople, January 27/February 8, 
1879, as follows: 


Article 5. The claims of Russian subjects and institutions in 
Turkey for indemnity on account of damages suffered during 
the war will be paid as soon as they are examined by the Rus- 
sian Embassy at Constantinople and transmitted to the Sublime 
Porte. 

The total of these claims shall in no case exceed 26,750,000 
francs. 

Claims may be presented to the Sublime Porte beginning 
one year from the date on which ratifications are exchanged, 
and no claims will be admitted which are presented after the 
expiration of two years from that date. 


The same day, January 27/February 8, 1879, in the protocol to 
the treaty of peace, the Russian plenipotentiary, Prince Lobanow, 
declared that the sum of 26,750,000 francs specified in Article 5 
constitutes a maximum which the claims could probably never reach; 
he adds that a commission ad hoc will be formed at the Russian 
Embassy to examine scrupulously the claims which are presented 
to it, and that, according to the instructions of his Government, an 
Ottoman delegate can take part in the examination of these claims. 

Ratifications of the treaty of peace were exchanged at St. Peters- 
burg, February 9/21, 1879. 

The commission established at the Russian Embassy and com- 
posed of three Russian officials immediately began its labors. The 
Ottoman commissioner generally abstained from taking part. The 
total losses of Russian subjects was fixed by the commission at 
6,186,543 francs. This was communicated to the Sublime Porte 
between October 22/November 3, 1880, and January 29/February 
10, 1881. The sum was not contested and the Russian Embassy » 
made claim for the payment at the same time that it transmitted the 
final decisions of the commission. 

On September 23, 1881, the Embassy transmitted a “petition” of 
the lawyer Rossolato, “special attorney of several Russian subjects” 
who were to receive indemnities, which petition was addressed to 
the Embassy and demanded that the Ottoman Government should 
come to an understanding with the Embassy “within eight days 
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from notification, as to the method of payment,” declaring that the 
said Ottoman Government was “held now and henceforth respon- 
sible for all interest-damages, especially the moratory interest.” 

By a convention signed at Constantinople May 2/14, 1882, the 
two Governments agreed (Article 1) that the war indemnity, the 
amount of which was fixed at 802,500,000 francs by Article 4 of 
the treaty of peace of 1879 after deducting the value of the territory 
ceded by Turkey, should bear no interest and should be paid in one 
hundred annual instalments of 350,000 Turkish pounds, approxi- 
mately 8,000,000 francs. 

On June 19/July 1, 1884, no sum having been paid for the claim- 
ants, the embassy “makes formal claim for full payment of the 
indemnities which were adjudged to Russian subjects . . .; it 
will be obliged, otherwise, to acknowledge their right to claim, in 
addition to the principal, interest proportional to the delay in the 
settlement of their claims.” 

On December 19, 1884, the Sublime Porte made a first payment 
on account, of 50,000 Turkish pounds, approximately 1,150,000 
francs. 

In 1885 the union of Bulgaria and Eastern Roumelia occurred, as 
well as the Serbo-Bulgarian war. Turkey made no further pay- 
ment on account. A reminding note having been sent in January, 
1886, without result, the embassy insisted, on February 15/27, 1887. 
It transmitted a “petition” sent to it by Russian claimants, in which 
they hold the Ottoman Government “responsible for this increase 
of damages caused them by the delay in the payment of their in- 
demnities,’” and the Embassy adds: “Further postponements will 
force the Imperial Government to make claim in behalf of its 
nationals for interest on account of the delays in settling their 
claims.” 

Reminding notes of July and December, 1887, being without ef- 
fect, the Embassy complained on January 26/February 7, 1888, 
that Turkey has paid various debts incurred subsequent to its obli- 
gations to Russian claimants. It recalled the fact that “the arrears 
amount to the sum of about 215,000 Turkish pounds, a single pay- 
ment of 50,000 Turkish pounds having been made out of a total 
of 265,000 Turkish pounds awarded”; it therefore requested “ur- 
S110) ame ein that the sums due Russian subjects be immediately, 
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and hefore every other payment, levied upon the amount paid by 
X . . . (a debtor of the Imperial Ottoman Government). 

On April 22, 1889, Turkey made a second payment on account, 
of 50,000 pounds. 

On December 31, 1890/January 12, 1891, the Embassy, stating 
that it has been paid only 100,000 pounds out of a total of 265,000, 
wrote to the Sublime Porte that the delay in the settlement of this 
debt is causing the Russian nationals to suffer losses that are con- 
tinually increasing; it believes, therefore, that it is its duty to re- 
quest the Sublime Porte “to have immediate orders issued by the 
proper persons so that the sum due may be paid without delay, as 
well as the legal interest in regard to which (the Embassy) had the 
honor of notifying the Sublime Porte by its note of February 15/ 
i MsseV ae’ 3 

In August, 1891, a further reminder was sent. In October/No- 
vember, 1892, the Embassy wrote “that matters can not continue 
indefinitely in this way’’; that “the requests of Russian subjects are 
becoming more and more urgent,” that “it is the duty of the Em- 
bassy to act energetically in their behalf . . . that it is a question of 
an indisputable obligation and an international duty to be performed 

.” that “the Ottoman Government can no longer offer as ex- 
cuse the precarious state of its finances,” and concluded by demand- 
ing a “prompt and final settlement of the debt.” 

April 2/14, 1893, a third instalment of 75,000 Turkish pounds 
was paid; the Sublime Porte, in giving notice of this payment on 
March 27, adds that, as to the balance, half of it will be included in 
the current budget and the other half in the next budget; “the 
question thus settled happily ends the incidents to which it had 
given rise.” The Porte hoped, therefore, that the Embassy would 
be willing, because of its sincere friendly sentiments towards Tur- 
key, to accept definitively the tumbeki monopoly following the ex- 
ample of the other Powers. 

On this occasion, and recalling the fact that the Imperial Rus- 
sian Government “has always shown itself friendly and conciliating 
in all its business pertaining to the financial interests of the Otto- 
man Empire,” the Embassy acted on the 30th of the same month in 
accordance with the terms announced in view of the payment, and 
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consented to subject Russians engaged in the tumbeki trade in Tur- 
key to the newly created arrangement. 

A year later, May 23/June 4, 1894, not having received another 
instalment, the Ambassador, after having stated the non-perform- 
ance of the “arrangement” to which he had “consented in order to 
facilitate the fulfilment of its obligation by the Ottoman Govern- 
ment,” declared that he was “placed in a position which renders it 
impossible for him to accept further promises, arrangements or 
postponements,” and, “obliged to insist that the total of the balance 
due to Russian subjects, which amounts to 91,000 Turkish pounds, 
be, without further delay, paid to the Embassy. . . . Recent finan- 
cial operations have just placed at the disposal (of the Sublime 
Porte) large sums.” 

On October 27 of the same year, 1894, an instalment of 50,000 
Turkish pounds was paid, and the Sublime Porte wrote, as early as 
the third of the same month, to the Embassy: “As to the balance 
of 41,000 Turkish pounds, the Ottoman Bank will guarantee pay- 
ment in the near future.” 

In 1896, there was an exchange of correspondence between the 
Sublime Porte and the Embassy as to whether the revenues upon 
which the Ottoman Bank was to levy the balance were not already 
pledged to Russia for payment of the war indemnity, properly so- 
called, or whether that portion of the revenues over and above the 
annuity affected by the war indemnity could not be used to indem- 
nify Russian subjects who were victims of the events of 1877-8. 
In the course of this correspondence, the Sublime Porte pointed out, 
in the notes which it addressed to the Embassy on February 11 and 
May 28, 1896, that the balance due amounted to the sum of 43,978 
Turkish pounds. 

From 1895 to 1899, serious events occurring in Asia Minor 
obliged Turkey to seek an extension in behalf of the Ottoman Bank, 
at its request; the insurrection of the Druses, the insurrection in 
Crete which was followed by the Graeco-Turkish war of 1897, and 
insurrections in Macedonia, caused Turkey repeatedly to mobilize 
troops and even armies. ° 

For three years no correspondence was exchanged and when it 
was resumed the Sublime Porte, in notes it addressed to the Em- 
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bassy, July 19, 1899, and July 5, 1900, again specified 43,978 
Turkish pounds as the amount of the balance of the indemnities. 
On its part, the Embassy, in its notes of April 25/May 8, 1900, and 
March 3/16, 1901, specified the same figure, but complained that 
the orders given in various provinces “for the payment of the 
43,978 Turkish pounds, the amount of the balance of the indemnity 
due Russian subjects,” have not been carried out, and that the 
Ottoman Bank has paid nothing; it urgently requests the Sublime 
Porte kindly to give categorical orders to the proper person for 
the payment, without further delay, of the above-mentioned sums.” 

After the Sublime Porte had announced in May, 1901, that the 
Department of Finance had been urged to settle the balance of the 
indemnity during the course of the month, the Ottoman Bank at 
last advised the Russian Embassy on February 24 and May 26, 
1902, that it had received and was holding at the disposal of the 
Embassy 42,438 Turkish pounds of the balance of 43,978 pounds. 

The Embassy in acknowledging receipt of this notice two months 
later, June 23/July 6, 1902, remarked to the Sublime Porte, “that 
the Imperial Ottoman Government has taken more than twenty 
years to liquidate, and incompletely at that, a debt the immediate 
settlement of which was required from every point of view, a bal- 
ance of 1,539 Turkish pounds still remaining unpaid. Referring, 
therefore, to its notes of September 23, 1881, February 15/27, 
1887, and December 31, 1890/January 12, 1891, in regard to the 
interest to run on the said debt, remaining so long in suspense,” the 
Embassy transmitted a petition in which the claimants demand, 
in substance, compound interest at 12% from January 1, 1881, to 
March 15, 1887, and at 9% from the latter date, when the legal rate 
of interest was reduced by an Ottoman law. The sum claimed by 
the petitioners amounted in the spring of 1902 to some twenty mil- 
lion francs on an original principal of about 6,200,000 francs. The 
note concluded as follows: 


The Imperial Embassy is pleased to believe that the Sublime 
Porte will not hesitate to admit in principle the just grounds 
for the claim set forth in this petition. In case, however, the 
Sublime Porte should raise objections to the amount of the 
sum claimed by the Russian subjects, the Imperial Embassy 
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sees no reason why examination of the details should not be 
deferred to a commission composed of Russian and Ottoman 
delegates. 


The Sublime Porte replied on the 17th of the same month, July, 
1902, that Article 5 of the treaty of peace of 1879 and the protocol 
of the same date do not provide for interest, and that in the light 
of the diplomatic negotiations which have taken place on the sub- 
ject, it was far from expecting that the claimants would make such 
demands at the last moment, the effect of which would be to re- 
open a question which was happily closed. The Embassy replied 
on February 3/16, 1903, insisting “upon payment of the interest- 
damages claimed by its subjects. Only the amount of the damages 
could be a matter for investigation.” In reply to a reminding note 
dated August 2/15, 1903, the Sublime Porte maintained its point 
of view, declaring itself, however, willing to submit the question to 
arbitration at The Hague, in case the claim should be insisted upon. 

At the end of four years the Embassy accepted this suggestion by 
a note of March 19/April 1, 1908. 

The arbitration agreement was signed at Constantinople, July 
22/August 4, 1910. 

As to the small sum of 1,539 Turkish pounds, it was, in Decem- 
ber, 1902, placed by the Ottoman Bank at the disposal of the Rus- 
sian Embassy, which refused it, and it remains deposited at the 
disposal of the Embassy. 

{i 


In THE MATTER oF LAW 


1. The Imperial Russian Government bases its demand upon 
“the responsibility of States for the non-payment of pecuniary 
debts”; this responsibility implies, according to it, “obligation to 
pay interest-damages and especially interest on sums unduly with- 
held” ; “the obligation to pay moratory interest” is “practical proof, 
in the matter of money debts,” of the responsibility of States (Reply 
of Russia, pp. 27 and 51). “Failure to recognize these principles 
would be as contrary to the very conception of international law as 
it would be dangerous to the safety of peaceful relations; in fact, 
by declaring a debtor State irresponsible for the delay which it 
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causes its creditor, it would be admitted by that very fact that it 


need only follow its own whim in making payments; . . . the 
creditor State, on the other hand, would be obliged to resort to 
violence against such a contention . . . and to expect nothing 


from a pretended international law incapable of compelling the 
promiser to keep his word” (Russian Case, p. 29). 

In other words, and still in the opinion of the Imperial Russian 
Government, “it is not a question of conventional interest, that 
is to say, interest arising from a particular stipulation . . .” but 
that “the obligation incumbent upon the [mperial Ottoman Govern- 
ment to pay moratory interest arises from the delay in the per- 
formance of the act, that is to say, the partial non-fulfilment of the 
stipulations of the treaty of peace; this obligation arose indeed, it 
is true, from the treaty of 1879, but it proceeds ex post facto from 
a new and accidental cause, namely, the failure of the Sublime Porte 
to carry out its contract as it pledged itself to do” (Russian Case, 
p. 29; Russian Reply, pp. 22 and 27). 

2. The Imperial Ottoman Government, while admitting in ex- 
plicit terms the general principle of the responsibility of States in 
the matter of the non-fulfilment of their engagements (Counter- 
reply, p. 29, No. 286, note, and p. 52, No. 358), maintains, on the 
contrary, that in public international law moratory interest does not 
exist “unless expressly stipulated” (Ottoman Counter-case, p. 31, 
No. 83, and p. 34, No. 95) ; that a State “is not a debtor like other 
debtors” (ibid, p. 33, No. 90), and that, without attempting to main- 
tain “that no principle which is observed between individuals can 
be applied between States” (Ottoman Counter-reply, p. 26, No. 
275), the position sui generis of the State as a public Power must 
be taken into account; that various legislative acts (for example, 
the French law of 1831, which establishes a period of five years for 
the outlawing of State debts; the Roman law which lays down the 
principle Fiscus ex suis contracttbus usuras non dat, Lex 17, par. 
5, Digest 22, 1) admit that the debtor State stands in a privileged 
position (Ottoman Counter-reply, p. 33, No. 92) ; that in admitting 
against a State an implied obligation, not expressly stipulated, in 
extending, for example, to a debtor State the principles of a formal 
demand for payment and its effect in private law, this State would 
be made a “debtor to a greater extent than it would have desired. 
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and there would be the risk of compromising the political life of — 
the State, injuring its vital interests, upsetting its budget, prevent- 
ing it from defending itself against an insurrection of foreign at- 
tack” (Ottoman Counter-case, p. 33, No. 91). 

Contingently, in case responsibility should attach to it, the Im- 
perial Ottoman Government concludes that this responsibility con- 
sists solely in moratory interest, that interest being due only from 
the date of the regular formal demand for payment (Ottoman 
Counter-reply, pp. 71, et seg., Nos. 410, et seq.). 

It presents in opposition, moreover, the exceptions of res judi- 
cata, of force majeure, of the gift character of the indemnities, and 
of the tacit or express renunciation by Russia of the benefit of 
the legal demand for payment. 

3. The questions of law involved in the present litigation, which 
has arisen between States as public Powers subject to international 
law, and these questions being within the province of public law, 
the law to be applied is public international law, or the law of 
nations, and the parties rightly agree upon this point (Russian Case, 
p. 32; Ottoman Counter-case, Nos. 47 to 54, p. 18; Russian reply, 
p. 18; Ottoman Counter-reply, p. 17, Nos. 244 and 245). 

4. The demand of the Imperial Russian Government is based 
upon the general principle of the responsibility of States, in sup- 
port of which it has cited a large number of arbitral awards. 

The Sublime Porte, without disputing this general principle, 
contends that it is not subject to its application, but that States have 
the right to an exceptional and privileged position in the special case 
of responsibility in the matter of money debts. 

It declares that the majority of the arbitral precedents cited are 
of no force, as they do not apply to this special category. 

The Imperial Ottoman Government remarks, in support of its 
point of view, that in theory there is a distinction between various 
responsibilites, according to their origin and according to their 
scope. These shades of difference occur especially in the theory of 
responsibilities in the Roman law and in systems of law inspired 
by the Roman law. In the Ottoman Case attention is called to the 
following distinctions, some of which are classic: Responsibilities 
are, in the first place, divided into two categories, according as they 
arise from an act of violence or a quasi-act of violence, or from a 
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contract. Among contractual responsibilities there is a further dis- 
tinction, according as it is a question of obligations concerning a 
prestation of some kind other than a sum of money, or a question of 
prestations of a purely pecuniary nature, of a money debt properly 
so-called. These various categories of responsibilities are not ap- 
preciated in civil law in absolutely the same manner, the circum- 
stances giving rise to the responsibility as well as its consequences 
being variable. While in the matter of responsibilities arising from 
acts of violence no formality whatever is necessary, in the matter 
of contractual responsibilities a demand in due form of law is 
always required. While in the matter of obligations concerning a 
prestation other than one involving a sum of money, as likewise 
in the matter of acts of violence the reparation for the damage is 
complete (Jucrum cessans and damnum emergens), this reparation, 
in the matter of money debts, is restricted legally to interest on the 
sum due, which interest runs only from the date of the demand in 
due form of law. The interest-damages are called compensatory, 
when they are compensation for damage resulting from the act of 
violence or the non-fulfilment of an obligation. They are moratory 
interest-damages when they are caused by delay in the fulfilment of 
an obligation. Finally, writers call moratory interest interest legally 
allowed in case of delay in the payment of money debts, thus dis- 
tinguishing it from other interest which is sometimes added to the 
money valuation of damages, to fix the total amount of an indem- 
nity, this last being called compensatory interest. 

These distinctions in civil law can be explained: in the matter of 
contractual responsibility one has the right to require greater 
promptness on the part of the other contracting party than the 
victim of an unforeseen act of violence could expect. In the mat- 
ter of money debts, the difficulty of estimating the consequences of 
the demand explains why the amount of the damages has been fixed 
legally. 

The argument of the Imperial Ottoman Government consists in 
maintaining that in public international law special responsibility, 
consisting in the payment of moratory interest in case of delay in 
the settlement of a money debt, does not exist so far as a debtor State 
is concerned. The Sublime Porte does not dispute the responsibility 
of States if it is a question of compensatory interest, or of interest 


THE RUSSIAN INDEMNITY CASE 313 


that might enter into the calculation of these compensatory interest- 
damages. The responsibility which the Sublime Porte refuses to 
acknowledge is the interest which may result, in the form of inter- 
est for delay or moratory interest, in the restricted sense, from 
delay in the fulfilment of a pecuniary obligation. 

It is necessary to investigate whether these various terms, these 
appellations invented by commentators, correspond to intrinsic dif- 
ferences in the very nature of law, differences essentially juridical 
in the conception of responsibility. The tribunal is of the opinion 
that all interest-damages are always reparation, compensation for 
culpability. From this point of view all interest-damages are com- 
pensatory, whatever name they may be given. Legal interest al- 
lowed a creditor for a sum of money from the date of the demand 
in due form of law is the legal compensation for the delinquency 
of a tardy debtor exactly as interest-damages or interest allowed in 
case of an act of violence, of a quasi-act of violence, of the non- 
fulfilment of an obligation, are compensation for the injury suffered 
by the creditor, the money value of the responsibility of the delin- 
quent debtor. Exaggeration of the consequences of civil-law dis- 
tinctions in responsibility is the more inadmissible because in much 
recent legislation there appears a tendency to lessen or abolish the 
mitigation which the Roman law and its derivatives admitted in the 
matter of responsibility as to money debts. It is certain, indeed, 
that all culpability, whatever may be its origin, is finally valued in 
money and transformed into obligation to pay; it all ends or can 
end, in the last analysis, in a money debt. The tribunal, therefore, 
can not possibly perceive essential differences between various re- 
sponsibilities. Identical in their origin—culpability—they are the 
same in their consequences—reparation in money. 

The tribunal is, therefore, of the opinion that the general prin- 
ciple of the responsibility of States implies a special responsibility 
in the matter of delay in the payment of a money debt, unless the 
existence of a contrary international custom is proven. 

The Imperial Russian Government and the Sublime Porte 
brought into their arguments a series of arbitral decisions, which 
have admitted, affirmed and sanctioned the principle of the responsi- 
bility of States. The Sublime Porte considers nearly all of these 
decisions without any bearing on the present case, and eliminates 
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even those in which the arbitrator has expressly allowed interest 
on sums of money. The Imperial Ottoman Government is of the 
opinion that in these cases it is a question of compensatory interest 
and sets them aside as having no bearing on the present litigation. 
The tribunal, for the reasons indicated above, is of the opinion, on 
the contrary, that there is no reason why the great analogy which 
exists between the different forms of responsibility should not be 
taken into account; this analogy appears particularly close between 
interest called moratory and interest called compensatory. The 
analogy appears to be complete between the allowance of interest 
from a certain date upon valuing the responsibility in money, and 
the allowance of interest on the principal determined by agree- 
ment and remaining unpaid by a delinquent debtor. The only dif- 
ference is that, in one case the interest is allowed by the judge, since 
the debt was not exigible, and in the other case the amount of the 
debt was determined by agreement and the interest becomes exigible 
automatically in case of demand in due form of law. 

To weaken this close analogy, the Sublime Porte must prove the 
existence of a custom—of precedents in accordance with which 
moratory interest in the restricted sense of the word had been re- 
fused because it was moratory interest,—or the existence of a cus- 
tom derogatory, in the matter of a pecuniary debt, to the general 
principles of responsibility. The tribunal is of the opinion that 
such proof not only has not been given, but, on the contrary, the 
Imperial Russian Government has been able to reinforce its posi- 
tion by several arbitral awards in which moratory interest has been 
allowed to States, in some cases, it is true, with shades of difference, 
and to a certain extent debatable (Mexico-Venezuela, October 2, 
1903. Russian Case, p. 28, and note 5; Ottoman Counter-case, p. 
38, No. 107; Columbia-Italy, April 9, 1904. Russian Reply, p. 28 
and note 7; Ottoman Counter-reply, p. 58, No. 368; United States- 
Choctaws. Russian Reply, p. 29, Ottoman Counter-reply, p. 59, 
No. 369; United States-Venezuela, December 5, 1885. Russian 
Reply, p. 28, and note 5). To these cases should be added the 
award made on July 2, 1881, by His Majesty the Emperor of 
Austria in the Mosquito affair, in the sense that the arbitrator in 
no wise refused moratory interest as such, but simply declared that 
the principal being in the nature of a gift, interest for deferred pay- 
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ment should not, in the judgment of the arbitrator, be allowed (Rus- 
sian Reply, p. 28, note 4; Ottoman Counter-reply, p. 55, No. 365, 
note). 

It remains to examine the question whether the Sublime Porte has 
any grounds for maintaining that a debtor State is not like other 
debtors, that it can not be a “debtor to a greater extent than it may 
have wished,” and that by binding it with obligations which it has 
not stipulated, for example, the responsibilities of a private debtor, 
there is the risk of compromising its finances and even its political 
existence. 

When the tribunal has admitted that no essential differences 
distinguish the various responsibilities of States from each other, 
that all are resolved or finally may be resolved into the payment of 
a sum of money, and that international custom and precedents ac- 
cord with these principles, it must be concluded that the responsi- 
bility of States can be denied or admitted only in its entirety and not 
in part; thenceforth it would not be possible for the tribunal to 
declare this responsibility inapplicable in the matter of money debts 
without extending this inapplicability to all the other categories 
of responsibilities. 

If a State is condemned to compensatory interest-damages be- 
cause of an act of violence or the non-fulfilment of an obligation, it 
is a debtor to a degree which it may not have voluntarily stipulated, 
even more so than in case of delay in the payment of a conventional 
money debt. As to the effects of these responsibilities upon the 
finances of a debtor State, they might indeed be just as serious, if 
not more so, if it were a question of interest-damages which the 
Sublime Porte calls compensatory, as when it is simply a question 
of moratory interest in the restricted sense of the word. More- 
over, however little the responsibility may imperil the existence of 
the State, it would constitute a case of force majeure which could be 
pleaded in public international law as well as by a private debtor. 

The tribunal is, therefore, of the opinion that the Sublime Porte, 
which has explicitly accepted the principle of the responsibility of 
States, has no grounds for demanding an exception to this responsi- 
bility in the matter of money debts by pleading its character of 
public Power and the political and financial consequences of this 
responsibility. 
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5. To determine in what this special responsibility, which is 
incumbent upon a State debtor for a clear and exigible conventional 
debt, consists, it is now necessary to examine, proceeding by analogy 
as in the case of the arbitral awards which have been pleaded, the 
general principles of public and private law in this matter, as much 
from the point of view of the extent of this responsibility as of the 
contrary exceptions. 

All the private legislation of the States forming the European 
concert admits, as did formerly the Roman law, the obligation to 
pay at least interest for delayed payments as legal indemnity when it 
is a question of the non-fulfilment of an obligation consisting in 
the payment of a sum of money fixed by convention, clear and 
exigible, such interest to be paid at least from the date of the de- 
mand made upon the debtor in due form of law. Some of this 
legislation goes farther and considers that such demand is already 
made upon the debtor on the date when the debt falls due, or admits 
complete reparation for damages instead of simple legal interest. 

If most legislation, following the example of the Roman law, re- 
quires an express demand in due form of law, it is because the cred- 
itor on his part is in default for lack of diligence inasmuch as he 
does not demand payment of a clear and exigible sum. 

The Imperial Russian Government (Case, p. 32) itself admits, 
in favor of the necessity of a demand in due form of law, that, in 
equity, it may be expedient “not to take by surprise a debtor State 
liable to moratory interest, when no notice had been given to re- 
mind it to carry out its engagements.” Writers (for example, 
Heffter, International Law of Europe, paragraph 94) remark that, 
in “the execution of a public treaty, we must proceed with modera- 
tion and equity, according to the maxim that we must treat others 
as we wish to be treated ourselves. We must, therefore, grant 
reasonable extensions, so that the obligated party may suffer the 
least possible injury. The obligated party may await the creditor’s 
demand in due form of law before being held responsible for delay, 
provided it is not a question of prestations, the performance of 
which it expressly stipulated for a fixed time.” (See also Mérign- 
hac, Treatise on International Arbitration, Paris, 1895, p. 290.) 

A number of international arbitral awards have admitted that, 
even when it is a question of interest-damages for deferred pay- 


THE RUSSIAN INDEMNITY CASE 317 


ments, there is no occasion to have it run from the date of the dam- 
ageable fact (United States v. Venezuela, Orinoco—Hague award 
of October 25, 1910, protocols, p. 59; United States v. Chile, May 
15, 1863—award of His Majesty the King of the Belgians, Leo- 
pold I. La Fontaine, Pasicrisie, p. 36, column 2 and page 37, col- 
umn 1; Germany v. Venezuela—Arrangement of May 7, 1903. 
Ralston & Doyle, Venezuelan Arbitrations, Washington, 1904, pp. 
520 to 523; United States v. Venezuela, December 5, 1885. Moore, 
Digest of International Arbitrations, pp. 3545 and 3567, vol. 4, 
etc. ). 

Hence there is no occasion, and it would be contrary to equity, 
to assume that a debtor State is subject to stricter responsibility 
than a private debtor in most European legislation. Equity re- 
quires, as its theory indicates and as the Imperial Russian Govern- 
ment itself admits, that there shall be notice, demand in due form 
of law addressed to the debtor, for a sum which does not bear in- 
terest. The same reasons require that the demand in due form of 
law shall mention expressly the interest, and combine to set aside 
responsibility for more than simple legal interest. 

It is seen from the correspondence submitted, that the Imperial 
Russian Government has expressly and in absolutely categorical 
terms demanded payment from the Sublime Porte of the principal 
and “interest,” by the note of its Embassy at Constantinople, dated 
December 31, 1890/January 12, 1891. Diplomatic channels are the 
normal and regular means of communication between States in 
their relations governed by international law. This demand for 
payment is, therefore, regular and in due form. 

The Imperial Ottoman Government must, consequently, be held 
responsible for the interest for delayed payments from the date of 
the receipt of this demand in due form of law. 

The Imperial Ottoman Government pleads, in case responsibility 
is imposed upon it, various exceptions, the scope of which remains 
to be examined: 

6. The exception of “force majeure,” cited as of the first impor- 
tance, may be pleaded in opposition in public as well as in private 
international law. International law must adapt itself to political 
necessities. The Imperial Russian Government expressly admits 
(Russian Reply, p. 33 and note 2) that the obligation of a State to 
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carry out treaties may give way “if the very existence of the State 
should be in danger, if the observance of the international duty 
ise’, a) “Seltsdestractive.”,” 

It is incontestable that the Sublime Porte proves, by means of 
the exception of force majeure (Ottoman Counter-reply, p. 43, Nos. 
119 to 128, Ottoman Counter-reply, p. 64, Nos. 382 to 398 and 
p. 87) that Turkey was, from 1881 to 1902, in the midst of finan- 
cial difficulties of the utmost seriousness, increased by domestic 
and foreign events (insurrections and wars) which forced it to 
make special application of a large part of its revenues, to undergo 
foreign control as to part of its finances, to grant even a mora- 
torium to the Ottoman Bank, and, in general, it was placed in a 
position where it could meet its engagements only with delay and 
postponements, and even then at great sacrifice. But it is asserted, 
on the other hand, that during this same period and especially fol- 
lowing the creation of the Ottoman Bank, Turkey was able to 
obtain loans at favorable rates, redeem other loans, and, finally, 
pay off a large part of its public debt, estimated at 350,000,000 
francs (Russian Reply, p..37). It would clearly be exaggeration 
to admit that the payment (or obtaining of a loan for the payment) 
of the comparatively small sum of about six million francs due the 
Russian claimants would imperil the existence of the Ottoman Em- 
pire or seriously compromise its internal or external situation. The 
exception of force majeure can not, therefore, be admitted. 

7. The Sublime Porte maintains then “that the acknowledge- 
ment of a principal debt to the Russian claimants constituted a 
gift agreed upon in their interest between the two Governments” 
(Counter-reply, No. 253, p. 19; No. 331, p. 44; No. 365, p. 55, 
and conclusions, p. 87). It remarks that the German civil code, 
paragraph 522, the Germanic common law, Austrian jurisprudence 
and the Roman law, pleaded on suppletory grounds (Law 16, 
praemium, Digest 22. 1) forbid the imposition of moratory interest 
in the case of a donation. It cites, especially, the arbitral award 
made on July 2, 1881, by His Majesty the Emperor of Austria in 
the Mosquito affair between Great Britain and Nicaragua. 

In this affair Great Britain had renounced by a treaty of 1860 
its protectorate over Mosquito, had given up the city of Grey Town 
(San Juan del Norte) and had recognized the sovereignty of Nica- 
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ragua over Mosquito, stipulating that this republic should pay for 
ten years to the chief of the Mosquitos an annual sum of 5,000 
dollars, to facilitate the establishment of self-government in his 
territories. It was not long before this annuity ceased to be paid. 
In the opinion of the arbitrator, the chief of the Mosquitos was re- 
ceiving the benefit of a veritable gift, claimed in his behalf from 
Nicaragua by the British Government, which had made political 
sacrifices in giving up its protectorate and the port of Grey Town. 

In the opinion of the tribunal, the Russian claimants suffered 
damages—were victims of acts of war. Turkey bound itself to re- 
imburse the amount of these damages to all the Russian victims who 
might prove their injury to the satisfaction of the commission estab- 
lished at the Russian Embassy at Constantinople. The decisions 
of this commission were not contested and it is not incumbent upon 
the arbitral tribunal to examine into them again or to decide whether 
or not they were too liberal. If the indemnification by Turkey of the 
Russian victims of war operations was not compulsory in the 
common law of nations, it is in nowise contrary to that law and 
can be considered as the transformation of a moral duty into a 
juridical obligation by a treaty of peace, under conditions analogous 
to a war indemnity properly so called. In all the thirty years’ 
diplomatic correspondence over this affair, the Russian victims of 
war operations have always been considered by the two parties 
signatory to the agreements of 1878-1879 as claimants and not as 
donees. Finally, Turkey has obtained value received for its pre- 
tended gift by the fact that hostilities have ceased (Russian Reply, 
p. 50, paragraph 2). It is, therefore, not possible to admit the ex- 
istence of an act of generosity, and still less of a gift, and it is con- 
sequently superfluous to inquire whether in public international law 
donors should receive the benefit of exemption from moratory in- 
terest, established for their benefit by certain private legislation. 

8. The Sublime Porte pleads the exception of res judicata, sup- 
porting its position upon the fact that three claimants have asked 
the commission established at the Russian Embassy at Constanti- 
nople for interest to the time of complete payment, that the commis- 
sion set aside their request, and that this negative action would cer- 
tainly have intervened in the case of the other claimants who have 
not demanded such interest. (Ottoman Counter-reply, p. 86.) 
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This exception can not be admitted because, even granting that 
the Constantinople commission may be considered as a tribunal, the 
question now pending is whether interest-damages are due, a pos- 
teriori, by reason of the dates on which the indemnities fixed from 
1878-81 by the commission were paid. But that commission did 
not decide and could not have decided this question. 

9. The Sublime Porte pleads, as a last exception, the fact “that 
it was understood, tacitly and indeed expressly, in the course of the 
eleven or twelve last years of diplomatic correspondence, that Rus- 
sia did not claim interest or interest-damages of any kind which 
would have been a burden to the Ottoman Empire,” and “that the 
Imperial Russian Government, when once the entire principal was 
placed at its disposal, could not validly bring up again in a one- 
sided manner the understanding agreed to by it” (Ottoman Coun- 
ter-reply, pp. 89-91). 

The Imperial Ottoman Government remarks, and justly, that if 
Russia sent to Constantinople through diplomatic channels, on De- 
cember 31, 1890/January 12, 1891, a regular demand for payment 
of the principal and interest it follows, on the other hand, from the 
subsequent correspondence, that at the time of the payments on ac- 
count, no interest reservation appeared in the receipts given by the 
Embassy, and the Embassy never considered the sums received as 
interest. It also follows that the parties not only mapped out 
plans to bring about payment, but abstained from mentioning in- 
terest during a period of some ten years. It follows, above all, that 
the two Governments interpreted in the same manner the term bal- 
ance of the indemmty; that this term, used for the first time by the 
Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs in its communication of 
March 27, 1893, frequently recurs thereafter; that the two Gov- 
ernments have constantly meant by the word balance the portion 
of the principal remaining due on the date the notes were exchanged, 
which sets aside moratory interest; that the Russian Ambassador 
at Constantinople wrote on May 23/June 4, 1894: “I am obliged 
to insist that the total of the balance due Russian subjects, which 
amounts to 91,000 Turkish pounds, be paid to the Embassy without 
further delay, in order to give satisfaction to the just complaints 
and claims of those interested . . . and thus really put an end— 
to use your Excellency’s expression—to the incidents to which it 
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had given rise,” that this sum of 91,000 Turkish pounds was exactly 
the sum which was then due on the principal and that thus moratory 
interest was not considered; that on October 3d of the same year, 
1894, Turkey, about to make a payment on account, of 50,000 
pounds, announced to the Embassy, without meeting with any ob- 
jections, that the Ottoman Bank “will guarantee payment of the 
balance of 41,000 Turkish pounds”; that on January 13/25, 1896, 
the Embassy again used the same term, balance of the indemnity, 
in protesting against the handing over by Turkey to the Ottoman 
Bank assignments of revenues which were already pledged to the 
Imperial Russian Government for the payment of the war indem- 
nity; that on February 11th of the same year, 1896, at the time of 
the discussion of the resources to be furnished to the Ottoman 
Bank, the Sublime Porte mentioned, in a note addressed to the Em- 
bassy, “the 43,978 Turkish pounds, representing the balance of the 
indemnity”; that a few days later, February 10/22, the Embassy 
replied, making use of the same words balance of the indemnity; 
and that on May 28th the Ottoman Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
mentioned once more “the sum of 43,978 Turkish pounds repre- 
senting the said balance’; that the same was true of a note of the 
Embassy dated April 25/May 8, 1900, although more than four 
years had elapsed between this communication and the communi- 
cation of 1896, and that the question of interest should have been 
again called to attention in some way after so long an interval; that 
this same expression, balance of the indemmity, appears in the note 
of the Sublime Porte of July 5, 1900; that, finally, on March 3/16, 
1901, the Russian Embassy, after having stated that the Ottoman 
Bank had not supplied further funds “for the payment of the 
43,978 Turkish pounds, the amount of the balance of the indemnity 
due to Russian subjects,” asked that categorical orders be sent to 
the proper person “for the payment without further delay ‘of the 
above-mentioned sums’”; that this balance, or practically this 
amount, having been held by the Ottoman Bank at the disposal of 
the Embassy, it was not until several months later, June 23/July 6, 
that the Embassy transmitted to the Sublime Porte a request of 
“those interested,” demanding payment of some twenty million 
francs for interest on account of delayed payments, expressing the 
hope that the Sublime Porte “will not hesitate to recognize in prin- 
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ciple the just grounds for the claim,” except “to refer the examina- 
tion of the details to a” mixed Russo-Turkish “commission” ; that 
in short, for eleven years and more, and up to a date after the 
payment of the balance of the principal, there had not only been no 
question of interest between the two Governments, but mention 
had been made again and again of only the balance of the prin- 
cipal. 

When the tribunal recognized that, according to the general prin- 
ciples and custom of public international law, there was a similarity 
between the condition of a State and that of an individual, which 
are debtors for a clear and exigible conventional sum, it is equitable 
and juridical also to apply by analogy the principles of private law 
common to cases where the demand for payment must be considered 
as removed and the benefit to be derived therefrom as eliminated. 
In private law, the effects of demand for payment are eliminated 
when the creditor, after having made legal demand upon the debtor, 
grants one or more extensions for the payment of the principal ob- 
ligation, without reserving the rights acquired by the legal demand 
(Toullier-Duvergier,. Droit francais, vol. iii, p. 159, No. 256), or 
again, when “the creditor does not follow up the summons to the 
debtor,” and “these rules apply to interest-damages, and also to in- 
terest due for the non-fulfilment of an obligation . . . or for 
delay in its fulfilment” (Duranton, Droit francais, x, p. 470; Aubry 
and Rau, Droit Civil, 1871, iv, p. 99; Berney, De la demeure, etc., 
Lausanne, 1886, p. 62; Windscheid, Lehrbuch des Pandektenrechts, 
1879, p. 99; Demolombe, x, p. 49; Laronbiére i, art. 1139, No. 22, 
etch): 

In the relations between the Imperial Russian Government and 
the Sublime Porte, Russia therefore renounced its right to interest, 
since its Embassy repeatedly accepted without discussion or reser- 
vation and mentioned again and again in its own diplomatic cor- 
respondence the amount of the balance of the indemnity as identical 
with the amount of the balance of the principal. In other words, 
the correspondence of the last few years proves that the two par- 
ties interpreted, in fact, the acts of 1879 as implying that the pay- 
ment of the balance of the principal and the payment of the bal- 
ance to which the claimants had a right were identical, and this 
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implied the relinquishment of the right to interest or moratory in- 
terest-damages. 

The Imperial Russian Government can not, when the principal 
of the indemnity has been paid or placed at its disposal, validly re- 
consider one-sidedly an interpretation accepted and practised in its 
name by its Embassy. 


III 
In CoNcCLUSION 


The arbitral tribunal, basing its conclusion upon the statements 
of law and fact which precede, is of the opinion 

That in principle the Imperial Ottoman Government was liable 
to moratory indemnities to the Imperial Russian Government from 
December 31, 1890/January 12, 1891, the date of the receipt of the 
explicit and regular demand for payment. 

But that, in fact, the benefit to the Imperial Russian Government 
of this legal demand having ceased as a result of the subsequent re- 
linquishment by its Embassy at Constantinople, the Imperial Ot- 
toman Government is not held liable to pay interest-damages by 
reason of the dates on which the payment of the indemnities was 
made. 

And, consequently, decides that a negative reply is made to ques- 
tion 1 of Article 3 of the compromis, thus stated: “Whether or 
not the Imperial Ottoman Government must pay the Russian claim- 
ants interest-damages by reason of the dates on which the said Gov- 
ernment made payment of the indemnities determined in pursuance 
of Article 5 of the treaty of January 27/February 8, 1879, as well 
as of the protocol of the same date?” 

Done at The Hague, in the building of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration, November 11, 1912. 

President: LarDY 
Secretary General: MIcHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN 
Secretary: ROELL 
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AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Compromis of arbitration between the Imperial Russian Government 
and the Imperial Ottoman Government.—Signed at Constantinople, 
July 22/August 4, I910.* 

The Imperial Russian Government and the Imperial Ottoman Gov- 
ernment, co-signatories of the Hague Convention of October 18, 1907, 
for the pacific settlement of international disputes: 

Considering the provisions of Article 5 of the treaty signed at Con- 
stantinople between Russia and Turkey, January 27/February 8, 1879, 
as follows: 


The claims of Russian subjects and institutions in Turkey for 
indemnity on account of damages suffered during the war will be 
paid as soon as they are examined by the Russian Embassy at 
Constantinople and transmitted to the Sublime Porte. 

The total of these claims shall in no case exceed 26,750,000 
francs. 

Claims may be presented to the Sublime Porte beginning one 
year from the date on which ratifications are exchanged, and no 
claims will be admitted which are presented after the expiration 
of two years from that date; 


Considering the additional explanation contained in the protocol 
bearing the same date: 


As to the expiration of one year, fixed by this article as the date. 
from which claims may be presented to the Sublime Porte, it is 
understood that one exception will be made in favor of the Rus- 
sian Hospital’s claim, amounting to 11,200 pounds sterling; 


Considering that a disagreement has arisen between the Imperial 
Russian Government and the Imperial Ottoman Government as to the 
questions of law arising from the dates on which the Imperial Otto- 
man Government made the following payments on the amounts of the 


indemnities regularly presented in pursuance of the said Article 5, 
to wit: 


Turkish pounds Piastres Paras 


Tn 1eede ss eer eee 50,000 
Ta 1889 Eee 50,000 
Ini BO3!<1 Sze: Goo 75,000 
[rtp 884 ja sad eee ae en 50,000 is 
Te, 1902 = odeciui coterie ee 42,438 67 a 


1American Journal of International Law, vol. 7, Supplement, p. 62. For the 
original French text, see Appendix, p. 551. 
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Considering that the Imperial Russian Government holds that the 
Imperial Ottoman Government is responsible to the Russian claimants 
for interest-damages because of the delay in settling its debt; 

Considering that the Imperial Ottoman Government contests, both 
in fact and in law, the grounds of the Imperial Russian Government’s 
contention ; 

Considering that it had not been possible to settle the dispute 
through diplomatic channels; 

And having resolved, in conformity with the stipulations of the said 
Hague Convention, to end this controversy by submitting the question 
to arbitration; 

Have authorized to this effect their representatives designated be- 
low, to wit: 

For Russia, 

His Excellency Monsieur Tcharikow, Ambassador of His Majesty 
the Emperor of Russia at Constantinople; 

For Turkey, 

His Excellency Rifaat Pasha, Minister of Foreign Affairs, to con- 
clude the following compromis: 


ARTICLE 1 


The Powers in controversy decide that the arbitral tribunal to which 
the question will be submitted as a last resort shall be composed of 
five members, who shall be appointed in the following manner: 

Each party must name, as soon as possible and within two months 
from the date of this compromis, two arbitrators, and the four arbi- 
trators thus appointed shall choose an umpire. In case the four arbi- 
trators shall not, within two months of their appointment, have chosen 
an umpire either unanimously or by a majority, the choice of an um- 
pire devolves upon a third party agreed upon by the parties. If, after 
the lapse of two more months, an agreement is not reached upon this 
question, each party designates a different Power and the umpire is 
chosen by the Powers thus designated. 

If, after the lapse of two more months, these two Powers have not 
been able to agree, each of them presents two candidates selected from 
the list of members of the Permanent Court, exclusive of the members 
of the said Court selected by the two Powers or by the parties and 
being nationals neither of the former nor of the latter. These candi- 
dates, moreover, can not belong to the nationality of the arbitrators 
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appointed by the parties in the present arbitration. The umpire is 
chosen by lot from the two candidates thus presented. 

The drawing of lots will be done by the International Bureau of the 
Permanent Court at The Hague. 


ARTICLE 2 


The Powers in controversy will be represented before the arbitral 
tribunal by agents, counsel or advocates, in conformity with the pro- 
visions of Article 62 of the Hague Convention of 1907 for the pacific 
settlement of international disputes. 

These agents, counsel or advocates will be appointed by the parties 
in ample time to prevent any delay in the arbitration. 


ARTICLE 3 


The questions in dispute and upon which the parties ask the arbitrai 
tribunal to render a definitive decision are as follows: 

I. Whether or not the Imperial Ottoman Government must pay the 
Russian claimants interest-damages by reason of the dates on which 
the said Government made payment of the indemnities determined in 
pursuance of Article 5 of the treaty of January 27/February 8, 1879, 
as well as of the protocol of the same date? 

II. In case the first question is decided in the affirmative, what 
should be the amount of these interest-damages? 


ARTICLE 4 


The arbitral tribunal, as soon as it is constituted, shall meet at The 
Hague at a date to be determined by the arbitrators and within one 
month from the appointment of the umpire. After settling, in con- 
formity with the letter and the spirit of the Hague Convention of 
1907, all questions of procedure which may arise and which are not 
provided for in the present compromis, the said tribunal shall deter- 
mine the date of its next meeting. 

However, it is agreed that the tribunal can not open the arguments 
on the questions in dispute, either before the expiration of two months 
or after the expiration of three months from the filing of the counter- 
case or the counter-reply provided for by Article 6 and, later, by 
the arrangements set forth in Article 8. 
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ARTICLE 5 


The arbitral procedure will include two distinct phases: the written 
statement of the case; and the arguments which will consist in the oral 
development of the pleas of the parties before the tribunal. 

French is the only language which the tribunal will use and which 
may be used before it. 

ARTICLE 6 


Within eight months at most after the date of the present com- 
promis, the Imperial Russian Government must deliver to each of the 
members of the arbitral tribunal one complete copy, and to the Im- 
perial Ottoman Government ten complete copies, written or printed, of 
its case, containing every argument in support of its claim with refer- 
ence to the two questions mentioned in Article 3. 

Within eight months at most after this delivery, the Imperial Otto- 
man Government must deliver to each of the members of the tribunal, 
as well as to the Imperial Russian Government, the same number, as 
specified above, of complete copies, written or printed, of its counter- 
case, with all supporting arguments, but confining itself to question 
lof Article: 3; 

Within one month after this delivery the Imperial Russian Govern- 
ment will inform the president of the arbitral tribunal whether it in- 
tends to present a reply. In that case, it will have an extension of 
three months at most from the date of such notification in which to 
communicate the said reply under the same conditions as the case. 
The Imperial Ottoman Government will then have an extension of 
four months from the date of this communication to present its coun- 
ter-reply, under the same conditions as the counter-case. 

The extension fixed by the present article may be lengthened if 
agreed to by both parties, or if the tribunal deems it necessary in order 
to reach a just decision. 

But the tribunal will not take into consideration cases, counter-cases 
or other communications which are presented to it by the parties after 
the expiration of the last extension which it. has granted. 


ARTICLE 7 


If in the cases or other papers exchanged either of the parties has 
referred or alluded to a document or paper of which it alone is in 
possession and of which it has not furnished a copy, it must furnish 
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the other party with a copy, if the other party so requests, within 
thirty days. 
ARTICLE 8 


In case the arbitral tribunal decides question 1 of Article 3 in the 
affirmative, it must, before taking up question 2 of the same article, 
grant the parties further extensions, which may not be less than three 
months each, for the presentation and exchange of their demands and 
arguments in support of them. 


ARTICLE 9 


The decisions of the tribunal on the first, and contingently on the 
second question at issue, shall be rendered, in so far as possible, within 
one month from the closing by the president of the arguments relating 
to each of these questions. 


ARTICLE 10 


The judgment of the arbitral tribunal shall be final and must be 
executed strictly and without any delay. 


ARTICLE 11 


Each party bears its own expenses and half of the expenses of the 
tribunal. 
ARTICLE 12 


Whatever questions arise in this arbitration which are not provided 
for by «he present compromis shall be governed by the stipulations of 
the Hague Convention for the pacific settlement of international dis- 
putes, except, however, those articles the acceptance of which has been 
reserved by the Imperial Ottoman Government. 

Done at Constantinople, July 22/August 4, 1910. 

(Signed) Rrraat 
(Signed) N. TcHaryKow 


THE CARTHAGE CASE 


between 
FRANCE and ITALY 


Decided May 6, 1913 


Syllabus 

_ During the Turko-Italian war in Africa in 1912, the Italians estab- 
lished a strict watch against the possibility of military supplies or rein- 
forcements of any kind reaching the Turks in Tripoli by way of Tunis. 
As the result, on January 16, 1912, the Carthage, a steamer belonging 
to the Compagnie Générale Transatlantique, was stopped by an Italian 
war vessel while on its way from Marseilles to Tunis, on account of 
having on board an aeroplane and parts of another, destined to a 
private consignee in Tunis, which the Italians claimed was contraband 
of war. It being impossible to transfer the aeroplane from one ship 
to another, the Carthage was conveyed to Cagliari, where it was de- 
tained until January 20, 1912. The release of the vessel was de- 
manded by the French Ambassador at Rome. The aeroplane and 
parts were landed by order of the company and the Carthage was al- 
lowed to resume her voyage. 

Upon assurance to the Italian Government that the aeroplane was 
intended purely for exhibition purposes and that there was no inten- 
tion on the part of the owner to offer his services to the Ottoman 
Government, the aeroplane was released on January 21, 1912. The 
French Government demanded in addition reparation for the insult to 
the French flag and for the violation of international law and conven- 
tions between the two Governments and damages for the injury to the 
private parties interested in the vessel and its voyage. The Italian 
Government made a counter-claim against France for the amount of 
the expenses caused by the seizure of the Carthage. 

The controversy was referred for settlement to a tribunal selected 
from the members of the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The 
Hague, under a compromis dated March 6, 1912.1. The tribunal was 
composed of K. Hj. L. Hammarskjéld of Denmark; Louis Renault of 
France; Guido Fusinato of Italy; J. Kriege of Germany, and Baron 
Michel de Taube of Russia. Its sessions began March 31, 1913, and 
ended May 6, 1913, the decision being rendered on the latter date. 
The tribunal held that, while belligerents have as a general rule the 
right of visit and search, to determine if contraband is carried by 
neutral vessels, the legality of acts committed after the search depends 
upon the presence of contraband or sufficient legal reasons to believe 


1Post, p. 336. 
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that it exists; that the information in the possession of the Italian 
authorities as to the hostile destination of the aeroplane, which was an 
essential element to establish its contraband nature, was not legally 
sufficient and that, therefore, the capture of the vessel and its convoy 
to Cagliari and detention there were illegal. The French Government 
was awarded the sum of 160,000 francs in satisfaction for the dam- 
ages suffered by the private parties interested in the vessel and its 
voyage. The national claims of the respective Governments were, 
however, disallowed. 


AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the arbitral tribunal in the case of the French mail steamer 

“Carthage.’—The Hague, May 6, 1913.” 

Considering that, by an agreement dated January 26, 1912,” and 
by a compromis dated the following 6th of March,® the Government 
of the French Republic and the Royal Italian Government have 
agreed to submit to an arbitral tribunal composed of five members 
the decision of the following questions: 

1. Were the Italian naval authorities within their rights in pro- 
ceeding, as they did, to the capture and temporary detention of the 
French mail steamer Carthage? 

2. What should be the pecuniary or other consequences, follow- 
ing the decision of the preceding question? 

Considering that, in accordance with this compromis, the two 
Governments have chosen, by common consent, the following mem- 
bers of the Permanent Court of Arbitration to constitute the ar- 
bitral tribunal: 

His Excellency Guido Fusinato, Doctor of Law, Minister of 
State, former Minister of Public Instruction, honorary professor 
of international law in the University of Turin, Deputy, Councilor 
of State; wh 

Mr. Knut Hjalmar Leonard Hammarskjéld, Doctor of Law, for- 
merly Minister of Justice, formerly Minister of Public Worship and 
Instruction, formerly Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipo- 
tentiary at Copenhagen, formerly President of the Court of Ap- 


tAmerican Journal of International Law, vol. 7, p. 623. For the original 
French text, see Appendix, p. 556. 
2Post, p. 337. 8Post, p. 336. 


THE CARTHAGE CASE 331 


peals of Jonkoping, formerly professor in the Faculty of Law of 
_ Upsala, Governor of the Province of Upsala; 

Mr. Kriege, Doctor of Law, at present Confidential Counselor of 
Legation and Director in the Department of Foreign Affairs, Pleni- 
potentiary in the German Federal Council; 

Mr. Louis Renault, Minister Plenipotentiary, member of the In- 
stitute, professor in the Faculty of Law of the University of Paris 
and of the Ecole Libre des Sciences Politiques, Jurisconsult in the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 

His Excellency Baron Michel de Taube, Doctor of Law, Assist- 
ant Minister of Public Instruction of Russia, Councilor of State; 

That the two Governments have, at the same time designated 
Mr. Hammarskjold to perform the duties of president. 

Considering that, in accordance with the compromis of March 6, 
1912, the cases and counter-cases have been duly exchanged by 
the parties and communicated to the arbitrators; 

Considering that the tribunal, constituted as above, met at The 
Hague on March 31, 1913; 

That the two Governments have respectively appointed as agents 
and counsel, 

The Government of the French Republic: 

Mr. Henri Fromageot, advocate in the Court of Appeals of 
Paris, assistant’ jurisconsult in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
counsel in international law for the Navy Department, agent ; 

Mr. André Hesse, advocate in the Court of Appeals of Paris, 
member of the Chamber of Deputies, counsel; 

The Royal Italian Government: 

Mr. Arturo Ricci-Busatti, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary, Chief of the Bureau of Disputed Claims and Legis- 
lation of the Royal Ministry of Foreign Affairs, agent; 

Mr. Dionisio Anzilotti, professor of international law in the 
University of Rome, counsel. 

Considering that the agents of the parties have presented the fol- 
lowing demands to the tribunal, to-wit, 


The agent of the Government of the French Republic: 
May it please the tribunal 
As to the first question propounded by the compromis, 
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To say that the Italian naval authorities were not within their 
rights in proceeding as they did to the capture and temporary 
detention of the French mail steamer Carthage; 

In consequence and as to the second question, 

To say that the Royal Italian Government shall be obliged to pay 
to the Government of the French Republic as damages: 

1. The sum of one franc for the offense against the French flag; 

2. The sum of one hundred thousand francs as reparation for the 
moral and political injury resulting from the failure to observe in- 
ternational common law and conventions binding upon both Italy 
and France; 

3. The sum of five hundred and seventy-six thousand, seven hun- 
dred and thirty-eight francs, twenty-three centimes, the total 
amount of the losses and damages claimed by private parties inter- 
ested in the steamer and its voyage; 

To say that the above-mentioned sum of one hundred thousand 
francs shall be paid to the Government of the Republic for the 
benefit of such work or institution of international interest as it 
may please the tribunal to indicate; 

In the second place, and in case the tribunal does not consider 
itself at present sufficiently informed as to the grounds for the in- 
dividual claims, 

To say that one or more of its members to whom it may be pleased 
to entrust this duty, shall proceed, in the presence of the agents and 
counsel of the two Governments, in the chamber where its deliber- 
ations take place, to the examination of each of the said individual 
claims; 

In all cases, and by the application of Article 9 of the compromis, 

To say that, after the expiration of three months from the day 
of the award, the sums to be paid by the Royal Italian Government 
and not yet paid shall bear interest at the rate of four per cent per 
annum. 


And the agent of the Royal Italian Government: 

May it please the tribunal 

As to the first question propounded by the compromis, 

To say and decide that the Italian naval authorities were entirely 
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within their rights in proceeding, as they did, to the capture and 
temporary detention of the French mail steamer Carthage; 

In consequence and as to the second question, 

To say and decide that the French Government shall be obliged 
to pay to the Italian Government the sum of two thousand and 
seventy-two francs, twenty-five centimes, the amount of expense 
caused by the seizure of the Carthage; 

To say, that, upon the expiration of three months from the day 
of the award, the sum to be paid by the Government of the French 
Republic will, if it has not yet been paid, bear interest at the rate 
of four per cent per annum. 


Considering that, after the tribunal had heard the oral statements 
of the agents of the parties and the explanations which they fur- 
nished upon its request, the arguments were duly declared closed. 


In THE MATTER OF Fact 


Considering that the French mail steamer Carthage, of the Com- 
pagnie Générale Transatlantique, in the course of a regular trip be- 
tween Marseilles and Tunis, was stopped on January 16, 1912, at 
6:30 a.m., in the open sea, seventeen miles from the coast of Sar- 
dinia, by the destroyer Agordat of the Royal Italian Navy; 

That the commander of the Agordat, having ascertained that 
there was on board the Carthage an aeroplane belonging to one 
Duval, a French aviator, and consigned to his address at Tunis, 
declared to the captain of the Carthage that the aeroplane in ques- 
tion was considered by the Italian Government contraband of war; 

That, as it was impossible to transfer the aeroplane from one 
vessel to the other, the captain of the Carthage received the order to 
follow the Agordat to Cagliari, where he was detained until Janu- 
ary 20; 

In THE MATTER oF Law 


Considering that, according to the principles universally acknowl- 
edged, a belligerent war-ship has, as a general rule and except under 
special circumstances, the right to stop a neutral commercial vessel 
in the open sea and proceed to search it to see whether it is observ- 
ing the rules of neutrality, especially as to contraband; 
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Considering, on the other hand, that the legality of every act 
which goes beyond a mere search depends upon the existence either 
of a trade in contraband or of sufficient reasons to believe that such 
a trade exists, 

That, in this respect, the reasons must be of a juridical nature; 

Considering that in this case the Carthage was not only stopped 
and searched by the Agordat; but also taken to Cagliari, seques- 
trated and detained for a certain time, after which it was released 
by the administrative authority ; 

Considering that the purpose of the measures taken against the 
French mail steamer was to prevent the transportation of the aero- 
plane belonging to one Duval, and shipped on the Carthage to the 
address of this same Duval at Tunis; 

That this aeroplane was considered by the Italian authorities con- 
traband of war, both by its nature and by its destination, which in 
reality might have been for the Ottoman forces in Tripolitana ; 

Considering, in so far as concerns the hostile destination of the 
aeroplane, an essential element of its seizability, 

That the information possessed by the Italian authorities was of 
too general a nature and had too little connection with the aeroplane 
in question to constitute sufficient juridical reasons to believe in a 
hostile destination and, consequently, to justify the capture of the 
vessel which was transporting the aeroplane; ; 

That the despatch from Marseilles, relating certain remarks of 
the mechanician of Mr. Duval, did not reach the Italian authorities 
until after the Carthage had been stopped and taken to Cagliari and 
could not, therefore, have caused these measures; that, moreover, 
the despatch could not in any case have been considered a sufficient 
reason, in the light of what has previously been said; : 

Considering that, this conclusion being reached, the. tribunal is 
not called upon to inquire whether or not the aeroplane should by 
its nature be included in articles of contraband, either conditional 
or absolute, or to examine whether the theory of a continuous voy- 
age should or should not be applicable in this case; 

Considering that the tribunal finds it likewise superfluous to ex- 
amine the question whether, at the time of the measures taken 
against the Carthage there were irregularities of form, and if, in 
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case there were, these irregularities were of a kind to vitiate meas- 
ures which would otherwise have been legal; 

Considering that the Italian authorities demanded surrender of 
the mail only that it might reach its destination as quickly as pos- 
sible, 

That this demand, which apparently was at first misunderstood 
by the captain of the Carthage, was in conformity with the Conven- 
tion of October 18, 1907, relative to certain restrictions in the ex- 
ercise of the right of capture, which, however, was not ratified by 
the belligerents. 

Upon the request that the Royal Italian Government be con- 
demned to pay to the Government of the French Republic as dam- 
ages: 

1. The sum of one franc for the offense against the French flag; 

2. The sum of one hundred thousand francs as reparation for the 
moral and political injury resulting from the failure to observe in- 
ternational common law and conventions binding upon both France 
and Italy, 

Considering that, in case a Power should fail to fulfil its obliga- 
tions, whether general or special, to another Power, the establish- 
ment of this fact, especially in an arbitral award, constitutes in 
itself a serious penalty ; 

That this penalty is made heavier in such case by the payment 
of damages for material losses; 

That, as a general rule and excluding special circumstances, these 
penalties appear to be sufficient; 

That, also, as a general rule, the introduction of a further pecun- 
iary penalty appears to be superfluous and to go beyond the purposes 
of international jurisdiction; 

Considering that, by the application of what has just been said, 
the circumstances of the present case are not such as to call for 
such a supplementary penalty; that, without further examination, 
there is no occasion to comply with the above-mentioned request. 

Upon the request of the French agent that the Italian Govern- 
ment be condemned to pay the sum of five hundred and seventy-six 
thousand seven hundred and thirty-eight francs, twenty-three cen- 
times, the total amount of the losses and damages claimed by private 
parties interested in the vessel and its voyage, 
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Considering that the request for indemnity is, in principle, justi- 
fied ; 

Considering that the tribunal, after having heard the concurring 
explanations of two of its members charged by it to investigate the 
said claims, has fixed the amount due the Compagme Générale 
Transatlantique at seventy-five thousand francs, the amount due 
the aviator Duval and his associates at twenty-five thousand francs; 
and, finally, the amount due the passengers and shippers at sixty 
thousand francs; making a total of one hundred and sixty thousand 
francs to be paid by the Italian Government to the French Govern- 
ment. 

For these reasons 

The arbitral tribunal declares and pronounces as follows: 

The Italian naval authorities were not within their rights in pro- 
ceeding, as they did, to the capture and temporary detention of the 
French mail steamer Carthage. 

The Royal Italian Government shall be obliged, within three 
months from the present award, to pay to the Government of the 
French Republic the sum of one hundred and sixty thousand francs, 
the amount of the losses and damages suffered, by reason of the 
capture and seizure of the Carthage, by the private parties interested 
in the vessel and its voyage. 

There is no occasion to give effect to the other claims contained 
in the demands of the two parties. 

Done at The Hague, in the building of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration, the 6th day of May, 1913. 


President: Hy. L. HAMMARSKJOLD 
Secretary General: MicHIELS vAN VERDUYNEN 
Secretary: ROELL 


AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Compromis of arbitration relative to the question raised by the capture 
and temporary detention of the French mail steamer “Carthage.”— 
Signed at Paris, March 6, 1912.1 


The Government of the French Republic and the Royal Italian 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 561. 
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Government, having agreed, on January 26, 1912, in application of the 
arbitration convention of December 25, 1903, which was renewed on 
December 24, 1908, to entrust an arbitral tribunal with the examina- 
tion of the capture and temporary detention of the French mail 
steamer Carthage by the Italian naval authorities, as well as with the 
duty of deciding the consequences which should follow, 

The undersigned, duly authorized for that purpose, have agreed 
upon the following compromis: 


ARTICLE 1 


An arbitral tribunal, composed as is hereinafter stipulated, is 
charged with the settling of the following questions: 

1. Were the Italian naval authorities within their rights in pro- 
ceeding, as they did, to the capture and temporary detention of the 
French mail steamer Carthage? 

2. What pecuniary or other consequences should follow the decision 
of the preceding question? 

ARTICLE 2 


The tribunal shall be composed of five arbitrators which the two 
Governments shall choose from among the members of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration at The Hague, appointing one of them to exer- 
cise the functions of umpire.” 

ARTICLE 3 


On June 15, 1912, each party shall deposit with the Bureau of the 
Permanent Court of Arbitration fifteen copies of its memorial, with 
certified copies of all papers and documents which it intends to present 
in the case. 

The Bureau shall guarantee their transmission to the arbitrators and 
parties, to wit: two copies for each arbitrator; three copies for each 
party ; two copies shall remain in the archives of the Bureau. 

On August 15, 1912, each party shall deposit in the same manner 
as above its counter-memorial with the papers appertaining thereto, 
and its final conclusions. 

ARTICLE 4 


Each of the parties shall deposit with the Bureau of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration at The Hague, at the same time that it deposits 


1See post, p. 339. ; 
2See supplementary agreement of April 4, 1912, post, p. 340. 
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its memorial, a sum for the purpose of expenses, which shall be fixed 
by mutual agreement. 


ARTICLE 5 


The tribunal shall meet at The Hague, upon the convocation of its 
president, in the second fortnight of the month of September, 1912. 


ARTICLE 6 


Each party shall be represented by an agent whose duty it shall be 
to serve as intermediary between it and the tribunal. 

The tribunal may demand that either agent furnish it, if necessary, 
with oral or written explanations, to which the agent of the opposing 
party shall have the right to reply. 


ARTICLE 7 


The French language shall be used by the tribunal. Each party may 
use its own language. 


ARTICLE 8 


The award of the tribunal shall be rendered with the least possible 
delay and in any case within the thirty days following the closing of 
the debates. However, this period may be extended upon the demand 
of the tribunal and the consent of the parties. 


ARTICLE 9 


The tribunal is competent to regulate the conditions for the execu- 
tion of its award. 


ARTICLE 10 


On all points not covered by the present compromis, the stipulations 
of the Hague Convention for the pacific settlement of international 
disputes, of October 18, 1907, shall be applicable to the present 
arbitration. 

Done, in duplicate, at Paris, March 6, 1912. 

(Signed) L. RENAuLT 
(Signed) G. Fustnato 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Joint Note of the French Ambassador and the Italian Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, concerning the settlement of the questions arising 
out of the arrest of the French steamers “Carthage” and 
“Manouba.’'—Signed January 26, 1912.7 
The Ambassador of France and the Minister of Foreign Affairs of 

Italy, having investigated in the most friendly spirit the circumstances 

which preceded and followed the arrest and search by an Italian 

cruiser of two French steamers proceeding from Marseilles to Tunis, 
are happy to report, in thorough accord and before every other con- 

sideration, that in neither of the two countries has there arisen as a 

result of these incidents any feeling contrary to the sentiments of 

sincere and constant friendship which unite them. 

This report has led the two Governments without difficulty to decide: 

1. That the questions arising from the capture and temporary de- 
tention of the steamer Carthage shall be referred to the Court of 
Arbitration at The Hague for examination, under the Franco-Italian 
arbitration convention of December 23, 1903, renewed December 24, 
1908. 

2. That in the matter of the seizure of the Manouba and of the Ot- 
toman passengers who were on board, as this action, according to the 
Italian Government, was taken by virtue of the rights which it declares 
it possesses according to the general principles of international law and 
Article 47 of the Declaration of London of 1909, the circumstances 
under which this action was taken and the consequences thereof shall 
likewise be submitted for examination to the high international Court 
established at The Hague; that, in order to restore the statu quo ante, 
in so far as concerns the Ottoman passengers who were seized, the 
latter shall be delivered to the French consul at Cagliari, who shall 
see that they are taken back to the place from which they sailed, upon 
the responsibility of the French Government, which Government shall 
take the necessary measures to prevent Ottoman passengers not be- 
longing to the “Red Crescent” but to fighting forces, from sailing from 
a French port to Tunis or to the scene of military operations. 


1For the Manouba Case, see post, p. 341. 
24American Journal of International Law, vol. 7, Supplement, p. 176. For the 
original French text, see Appendix, p. 562. 
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Franco-Italian Agreement Signed at Paris, April 4, 1912* 


The Government of the French Republic and the Royal Italian 
Government, having in mind the two compromis negotiated March 6, 
1912,? by Messrs. Louis Renault and Fusinato, for the purpose of 
settling by arbitration of the Permanent Court at The Hague the in- 
cidents relative to the seizure of the Carthage and of the Manouba, 
declaring their approval of the terms, and considering themselves 
bound by their texts; 

Have appointed by common accord the following members of the 
Permanent Court of Arbitration to constitute the arbitral tribunal: 

Mr. Guido Fusinato, Doctor of Law, former Minister of Public 
Instruction, former professor of international law at the University 
of Turin, Deputy, Councilor of State; 

Mr. Knut Hjalmar Léonard Hammarskjold, Doctor of Law, former 
Minister of Justice, former Minister of Public Worship and Instruc- 
tion, former Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at 
Copenhagen, former President of the Court of Appeals of Jonkoping, 
former professor in the Faculty of Law of Upsala, Governor of the 
province of Upsala; 

Mr. Kriege, Doctor of Law, Confidential Counselor of Legation, 
Director of the Department of Foreign Affairs; 

Mr. Louis Renault, Minister Plenipotentiary, professor in the 
Faculty of Law of Paris, Counselor to the Minister of Foreign Affairs ; 

Baron Taube, permanent member of the Council of the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, professor of international law in the Imperial Uni- 
versity of St. Petersburg, Councilor of State; 

Mr. Hammarskjold shall perform the duties of umpire or president 
of the tribunal. 

The two Governments agree to fix at 3,000 Netherland florins the 
sum to be deposited by each of them, conformably to Article 4 of each 
compromis, it being understood that the said sum is to serve as pro- 
vision for all business with which the above-mentioned ‘arbitral tri- 
bunal is charged. 

The two Governments reserve the right to modify by mutual agree- 
ment Article 5 of each of the compromis with respect to the date of 
the meeting of the arbitral tribunal. 

Done at Paris, April 4, 1912. 

(L.S.) Signed: R. Porncaré 
(L.S.) Signed: M. Rusporr 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 563. 
2Ante, p. 336; post, p. 351. 
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between 
FRANCE and ITALY 


Decided May 6, 1913 


Syllabus 

On January 5, 1912, during the war between Turkey and Italy over 
Tripoli and Cyrenaica, the Ottoman Government requested the French 
Government to provide facilities for a Turkish Red Crescent Mission 
to reach the seat of the war via Tunis, which the French Government 
agreed to do. The Italian Ambassador in Paris protested against the 
proposed action, but the French Government assured him that the 
Turks in question were members of the Red Crescent Mission and also 
sent instructions that the Tunis authorities should confirm this fact 
before allowing the Turks to proceed. This information and proceed- 
ing satisfied the Ambassador and he communicated with his Govern- 
ment. Before his message arrived, however, the Manouba, a French 
vessel, upon which the Turks were being transported, was captured on 
January 18, 1912, by an Italian war vessel, and taken to Cagliari, at 
which port it arrived on the same day. The Italians, claiming that the 
Turks were carrying arms and money for the use of the Ottoman 
forces in Tripoli, demanded their surrender, and, on the refusal of 
the captain of the Manouba to comply, seized the vessel. The French 
Embassy was advised of what had occurred, and, in view of assur- 
ances of the Italians that the Turks were belligerents, directed the 
vice-consul at Cagliari to order their removal from the Manouba. 
This was done in the afternoon of January 19, 1912, and the vessel 
proceeded on her voyage. Notwithstanding the action of the French 
Embassy, vigorous representations were immediately made to the 
Italian Government by the French Government, which demanded the 
release of the Turks, reparation for the offense to the French flag, 
the violation of the conventional engagements between the two coun- 
tries, particularly Article 2 of the Hague Convention of 1907 relative 
to certain restrictions on the right of capture in maritime warfare, 
and Article 9 of the Geneva Convention of July 6, 1906, for the 
amelioration of the condition of the sick and wounded in the field, and 
the verbal agreement between the two Governments relative to the 
passengers on the Manouba. Indemnities to the private individuals 
interested in the steamer and its voyage were also demanded. The 
Italian Government agreed to deliver the Turkish subjects to the 
French consul at Cagliari to be returned upon the responsibility of 
France to the place from which they sailed. It took issue, however, 
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with the other French demands, and made a counter-claim for the 
violation of its belligerent right under international law to ascertain 
the character of individuals suspected of being soldiers of the enemy 
found on board neutral commercial vessels, and for reimbursement of 
expenses incurred on account of the seizure of the vessel. 

The controversy was referred under a compromis dated March 6, 
1912 to an arbitral tribunal selected from the members of the Per- 
manent Court of Arbitration at The Hague. The tribunal was com- 
posed of K. Hj. L. Hammarskjold of Sweden; Louis Renault of 
France; Guido Fusinato of Italy; J. Kriege of Germany, and Baron 
Michel de Taube of Russia. Its sessions began March 31, 1913, and 
ended May 6, 1913. In an award rendered on the latter date, the tri- 
bunal held that there was a misunderstanding between the two Gov- 
ernments as to the exemption of the vessel which carried these pas- 
sengers from the right of search, and that, in the absence of a special 
understanding, the Italian naval authorities were justified in acting 
according to the common international law; that they had sufficient 
reasons to believe that some of the passengers were enemy soldiers 
and had a right to demand and compel their surrender, but that they 
had no right to capture the vessel and force it to leave its course 
unless for the purpose of arresting the captain for failure to comply 
with such demand; that no such demand having been made, the cap- 
ture and conveyance of the ship to Cagliari were illegal. The tribunal 
further held, however, that the illegality of the capture did not affect 
the right of the Italian authorities at Cagliari to demand and compel 
the surrender of the Turkish passengers and to arrest them, and upon 
refusal of the demand by the captain to detain the vessel until it was 
complied with. The detention of the vessel at Cagliari and the arrest 
of the passengers were therefore held to be legal. The national claims 
of both Governments were disallowed, but a small indemnity was 
awarded to France for the losses sustained by the private individuals 
interested in the vessel and its voyage by reason of its illegal capture 
and convoy to Cagliari, from which indemnity the tribunal deducted 
the amount of expenses incurred by the Italian Government in guard- 
ing the vessel during its sequestration at Cagliari to compel the sur- 
render of the passengers. 


AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Award of the arbitral tribunal in the case of the French mail steamer 
“Manouba.”—The Hague, May 6, 1913.’ 


Considering that by an agreement dated January 26, 1912,° and 


1Post, p. 351. 

2American Journal of International Law, vol 7, p. 629. For the original 
French text, see Appendix, p. 565. 

8Ante, p. 339. 
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by a compromis dated the 6th of March following,’ the Government 
of the French Republic and the Royal Italian Government have 
agreed to submit to an arbitral tribunal composed of five members 
the decision of the following questions : 

1. Were the Italian naval authorities, in general and in the special 
circumstances under which the act was committed, within their 
rights in proceeding, as they did, to the capture and the temporary 
detention of the French mail steamer Manouba, as well as to the 
arrest of the twenty-nine Ottoman passengers who were on board? 

2. What should be the pecuniary or other consequences follow- 
ing the decision of the preceding question? 

Considering that, in accordance with this compromis the two 
Governments have chosen, by common consent, the following mem- 
bers of the Permanent Court of Arbitration to constitute the arbitral 
tribunal : 

His Excellency Guido Fusinato, Doctor of Law, Minister of 
State, formerly Minister of Public Instruction, honorary professor 
of international law in the University of Turin, Deputy, Councilor 
of State; 

Mr. Knut Hjalmar Leonard Hammarskjold, Doctor of Law, for- 
merly Minister of Justice, formerly Minister of Public Worship 
and Instruction, formerly Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Pleni- 
potentiary at Copenhagen, formerly President of the Court of Ap- 
peals of Jonkoping, formerly professor in the Faculty of Law of 
Upsala, Governor of the Province of Upsala; 

Mr. Kriege, Doctor of Law, at present Confidential Counsel of 
Legation and Director in the Department of Foreign Affairs, Pleni- 
potentiary in the German Federal Council; 

Mr. Louis Renault, Minister Plenipotentiary, member of the In- 
stitute, professor in the Faculty of Law of the University of Paris 
and of the Ecole Libre des Sciences Politiques, Jurisconsult of the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 

His Excellency Baron Michel de Taube, Doctor of Law, Assist- 
ant to the Minister of Public Instruction of Russia, Councilor of 
State; 

That the two Governments have, at the same time, designated Mr. 
Hammarskjéld to perform the duties of president. 


1Post, p. 351. 
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Considering that, in accordance with the compromis of March 6, 
1912, the cases and counter-cases have been duly exchanged by 
the parties and communicated to the arbitrators; 

Considering that the tribunal, constituted as specified above, met 
at The Hague on March 31, 1913; 

That the two Governments, respectively, have appointed as agents 
and counsel, 

The Government of the French Republic: 

Mr. Henri Fromageot, advocate in the Court of Appeal of 
Paris, assistant jurisconsult in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
Counselor in international law of the Navy Department, agent ; 

Mr. André Hesse, advocate in the Court of Appeal of Paris, 
member of the Chamber of Deputies, counsel; 

The Royal Italian Government: 

Mr. Arturo Ricci-Busatti, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary, Chief of the Bureau of Disputed Claims and of 
Legislation of the Royal Ministry of Foreign Affairs, agent; 

Dr. Dionisio Anzilotti, professor of international law in the 
University of Rome, counsel. 

Considering that the agents of the parties have presented the 
following demands to the tribunal, to wit: 


The agent of the Government of the French Republic: 

May it please the tribunal 

As to the first question propounded by the compromis, 

To say and decide that the Italian naval authorities were not, in 
general and in the special circumstances under which the act was 
committed, within their rights in proceeding, as they did, to the 
capture and temporary detention of the French mail steamer Ma- 
nouba, as well as to the arrest of the twenty-nine Ottoman pas- 
sengers who were on board. 

As to the second question propounded by the compromis, 

To say that the Royal Italian Government shall be obliged to 
pay to the Government of the French Republic the sum of one 
franc damages, as moral reparation for the offense against the 
honor of the French flag; 

To say that the Royal Italian Government shall be obliged to pay 
to the Government of the French Republic the sum of one hundred 
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thousand francs, as penalty and reparation for the political and 
moral injury resulting from the violation by the Royal Italian Gov- 
ernment of its general and special conventional engagements, par- 
ticularly the Convention of The Hague of October 18, 1907, rela- 
tive to certain restrictions on the right of capture in maritime war- 
fare, Article 2; the Geneva Convention of July 6, 1906, for the 
amelioration of the condition of the wounded and sick in armies in 
the field, Article 9; and the verbal agreement between the two Gov- 
ernments of January 17, 1912, relative to the control of the passen- 
gers on board the steamer Manouba; 

To say that the said sum will be paid to the Government of the 
Republic for the benefit of such work or institution of international 
interest as it shall please the tribunal to designate; 

To say that the Royal Italian Government shall be obliged to 
pay to the Government of the French Republic the sum of one hun- 
dred and eight thousand, six hundred and one francs, seventy cen- 
times, the amount of the indemnities claimed by the private indi- 
viduals interested either in the steamer Manouba or in its voyage; 

Further, and in case the tribunal does not consider itself suffi- 
ciently enlightened upon this last count, 

To say, before coming to a decision, that one or more of its 
members, whom it shall commission for that purpose, shall proceed, 
in the chamber where its deliberations take place, to examine the 
claims of the private individuals interested; 

In any case, and by the application of Article 9 of the compromis, 

To say that, upon the expiration of three months from the date 
of the award, the sums which the Royal lialian Government is to 
pay and which shall not have been paid shall bear interest at the 
rate of four per cent per annum. 


And the agent of the Royal Italian Government: 

May it please the tribunal 

As to the first question propounded by the compromis, 

To say and decide that the Italian naval authorities were fully 
within their rights in proceeding, as they did, to the capture and 
temporary detention of the French mail steamer Manouba, as well 
as to the arrest of the twenty-nine Ottoman passengers who were 
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suspected of being soldiers and whose true character the Italian 
Government had the right to ascertain. 

Consequently and as to the second question, 

To say and decide that no pecuniary or other consequences should 
be imposed upon the Italian Government because of the capture and 
temporary detention of the French mail steamer Manouba; 

To say and decide that the French Government was wrong in its 
contention that the Ottoman passengers who fell legally into the 
hands of the Italian authorities should be surrendered to the French 
Government ; 

To say that the Government of the French Republic shall be 
obliged to pay to the Royal Government the sum of one hundred 
thousand francs as a penalty and reparation for the material and 
moral injury resulting from the violation of international law, es- 
pecially in so far as the right of the belligerent to ascertain the 
character of individuals suspected of being soldiers of the enemy, 
who were found on board neutral commercial vessels, is concerned; 

To say that the said sum shall be paid to the Royal Italian Gov- 
ernment, to be devoted to such work or such institution of inter- 
national interest as it shall please the tribunal to indicate; 

Further and in case the tribunal should not consider that this kind 
of penalty should be admitted; 

To say that the Government of the Republic shall be bound to 
make amends for the wrong done the Royal Italian Government in 
such manner as it shall please the tribunal to indicate; 

In any event, 

To say that the Government of the Republic shall be obliged to 
pay to the Royal Italian Government the sum of four hundred and 
fourteen francs, forty-five centimes, the expenses incurred on ac- 
count of the seizure of the Manouba; . 

To say that, upon the expiration of three months from the date 
of the award, the sums to be paid by the Government of the Republic 
and not yet paid shall bear interest at the rate of four per cent 
per annum. 

Considering that, after the tribunal had heard the oral statements 
of the agents of the parties and the explanations which they fur- 
nished at its request, the arguments were duly declared closed. 
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Considering that the French mail steamer Manouba, of the Com- 
pagme de Navigation Mixte, in the course of a regular trip between 
Marseilles and Tunis, was stopped off the Island of San Pietro on 
the 18th of January, 1912, about eight o’clock in the morning by 
the torpedo boat destroyer Agordat of the Royal Italian Navy; 

Considering that, after ascertaining the presence of twenty-nine 
Turkish passengers on board the said steamer, which passengers 
were suspected of belonging to the Ottoman army, the Manouba 
was captured and conducted to Cagliari; 

Considering that, having arrived at this port on the same day, 
about five o’clock in the evening, the captain of the Manouba was 
summoned to deliver the above-mentioned passengers to the Italian 
authorities and that, upon his refusal, these authorities proceeded 
to seize the steamer; 

Considering, finally, that, upon the request of the vice-consul of 
France at Cagliari, the twenty-nine Turkish passengers were de- 
livered to the Italian authorities on January 19 at half-past four in 
the afternoon, and that the Manouba was then released and resumed 
its trip to Tunis on the same day at 7:20 p.m. 


In THE MATTER oF LAw 


Considering that, if the French Government believed, given the 
circumstances under which the presence of Ottoman passengers on 
board the Manouba was made known to it, that, taking into consid- 
eration the promise that the character of said passengers would be 
verified, the Manouba was exempted from the right of search or 
coercion on the part of the Italian naval authorities, it is established 
that the Italian Government did not in good faith understand the 
matter in the same way; 

That, consequently, in the absence of a special agreement between 
the two Governments, the Italian naval authorities were justified 
in acting according to the common law; 

Considering that, according to the tenor of the compromis, the 
proceeding of the Italian Government includes three successive 
phases, to wit: the capture, the temporary detention of the Manouba, 
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and the arrest of the twenty-nine Turkish passengers who were on 
board; 

That it is proper to examine in the first place the legality of each 
of these three phases, considered as isolated acts and independent 
of the above-mentioned proceeding as a whole; 

In this order of things, 

Considering that the Italian naval authorities had, at the time of 
the capture of the Manouba, sufficient reason to believe that the Ot- 
toman passengers who were on board were, some of them at least, 
military persons enrolled in the enemy’s army; 

That, consequently, these authorities had the right to compel the 
surrender of these passengers to them; 

Considering that they had a right to summon the captain to de- 
liver them, as well as to take the measures necessary to compel him 
to do so, or to take possession of these passengers in case of his 
refusal; 

Considering, on the other hand, that, even admitting that there 
might have been grounds for believing that the Ottoman passengers 
formed a military troop or detachment, there was no reason for 
calling in question the good faith of the owner and of the captain 
of the Manouba; 

Considering that, under these circumstances, the Italian naval au- 
thorities were not within their rights in capturing the Manouba and 
in compelling it to leave its course and follow the Agordat to Cag- 
liari, unless it were for the purpose of arrest after the captain had 
refused to obey a summons to surrender the Ottoman passengers; 

That no summons of that kind having been made before the 
capture, the act of capturing the Manouba and taking it to Caeliaeh 
was not legal; 

Considering that, as the summons made at Cagliari was without 
immediate effect, the Italian naval authorities had the right to take 
the necessary measures of compulsion, and specifically, to detain 
the Manouba until the Ottoman passengers were delivered to them; 

That the detention effected was legal only to the extent of a tem- 
porary and conditional sequestration ; 

Considering, finally, that the Italian naval authorities had the 
right to compel the surrender of the Ottoman passengers and to 
arrest them. 
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In so far as the proceeding as a whole is concerned, 

Considering that the three phases, of which the single proceed- 
ing provided for by the compromis is composed, should be judged 
by themselves, and the illegality of any one of them should not, in 
this case, have any bearing on the regularity of the others; 

That the illegality in capturing and taking the Manouba to Cag- 
liari did not vitiate the successive phases of the act; 

Considering, moreover, that the capture could not be legalized 
by the regularity, relative or absolute, of these last phases con- 
sidered separately. 

Upon the request that the Royal Italian Government be con- 
demned to pay as damages: 

1. The sum of one franc for the offense against the French flag; 

2. The sum of one hundred thousand francs as reparation for the 
moral and political injury resulting from the failure to observe 
international common law and the conventions which are mutually 
binding upon both Italy and France, 

And upon the request that the Government of the French Repub- 
lic be condemned to pay the sum of one hundred thousand francs as 
a penalty and reparation for the material and moral injury resulting 
from the violation of international law, specifically in so far as 
concerns the right of the belligerent to verify the character of indi- 
viduals suspected of being soldiers of the enemy, who are found 
on board neutral vessels of commerce, 

Considering that, in case a Power has failed to fulfil its obliga- 
tions, whether general or special, to another Power, the establish- 
ment of this fact, especially in an arbitral award, constitutes in 
itself a severe penalty ; 

That this penalty is increased, if there be occasion, by the pay- 
ment of damages for material losses ; 

That, as a general proposition and leaving out of consideration 
special circumstances, these penalties appear to be sufficient ; 

That, also as a general rule, the imposition of a further pecuniary 
penalty appears to be superfluous and to go beyond the objects of 
international jurisdiction; 

Considering that, by the application of what has been stated, the 
circumstances of the present case do not justify such supplementary 
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penalty; that, without further examination, there is no reason for 
complying with the above-mentioned requests. 

Upon the request of the French agent that the Royal Italian Gov- 
ernment be compelled to pay to the Government of the French Re- 
public the sum of one hundred and eight thousand, six hundred and 
one francs, seventy centimes, the amount of the indemnities claimed 
by private individuals interested either in the steamer Manouba or 
in its voyage; 

Considering that an indemnity is due on account of the delay 
occasioned to the Manouba by its unwarranted capture and its con- 
voy to Cagliari, but the delay caused by the illegal refusal of the 
captain to surrender the twenty-nine Turkish passengers at Cagliari, 
as well as the fact that the vessel was not taken entirely out of its 
course to Tunis, should be taken into account; 

Considering that, if the Italian naval authorities effected the de- 
tention of the Manouba instead of the temporary and conditional 
sequestration, which was legal, it appears that in this matter the 
interested parties suffered no losses and damages; 

Considering that, taking account of these circumstances and 
also of the expense incurred by the Italian Government in guarding 
the detained vessel, the tribunal, after having heard the concurring 
explanations of two of its members charged by it with the investi- 
gation of the said claims, has decided upon four thousand francs as 
the amount due all those interested in the vessel and its voyage. 

For these reasons the arbitral tribunal declares and pronounces 
as follows: 

In so far as the proceeding as a whole, which is covered by the 
first question propounded by the compromis, is concerned, 

The different phases of this proceeding should not be considered 
as connected with each other in the sense that the character of any 
one of them, in this case, should not affect the character of the 
others. 

In so far as the various phases of the said proceeding considered 
separately are concerned, | 

The Italian naval authorities were not, in general and in the 
special circumstances under which the act was committed, within 
their rights in proceeding, as they did, to the capture of the French 
mail steamer Manouba and its convoy to Cagliari; 
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When once the Manouba was captured and taken to Cagliari, the 
Italian naval authorities were, in general and in the special circum- 
stances under which the act was committed, within their rights in 
proceeding, as they did, to the arrest of the twenty-nine Ottoman 
passengers who were on board. 

In so far as concerns the second question propounded by the 
compromis, 

The Royal Italian Government shall be obliged, within three 
months from the present award, to pay to the Government of the 
French Republic the sum of four thousand francs, which, after de- 
ducting the amount due the Italian Government for guarding the 
Manouba is the amount of the losses and damages sustained, by 
reason of the capture of the Manouba and its convoy to Cagliari, by 
the private individuals interested in the vessel and its voyage. There 
is no occasion to comply with the other claims contained in the 
demands of the two parties. 

Done at The Hague, in the building of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration, May 6, 1913. 


President: Hy. L. HaMMARSKJOLD 
Secretary General: MIcHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN 
Secretary: RGOELL 


AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Compromis of arbitration relative to the questions raised by the capture 
and temporary detention of the French mail steamer “Manouba.’— 
Signed at Paris, March 6, 1912.3 
The Government of the French Republic and the Royal Italian Gov- 

ernment, having agreed, on January 26, 1912,? in application of the 

Franco-Italian arbitration convention of December 25, 1903, which was 

renewed December 24, 1908, to entrust an arbitral tribunal with the 

examination of the capture and temporary detention of the French 
mail steamer Manouba by the Italian naval authorities, particularly in 
the special circumstances under which that act was committed, and of 
the arrest of the twenty-nine Ottoman passengers who were on board, 
as well as with the duty of deciding the consequences which should 


follow, 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 571. 
2See ante, p. 339. : 
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The undersigned, duly authorized for that purpose, have agreed 
upon the following compromts: 


ARTICLE 1 


An arbitral tribunal, composed as hereinafter stipulated, is charged 
with the settling of the following questions: 

1. Were the Italian naval authorities, in general and in the special 
circumstances under which the act was committed, within their rights 
in proceeding, as they did, to the capture and temporary detention of 
the French mail steamer Manouba, as well as to the arrest of the 
twenty-nine Ottoman passengers who were on board? 

2. What should be the pecuniary or other consequences, following 
the decision of the preceding question? 


ARTICLE 2 


The tribunal shall be composed of five arbitrators which the two 
Governments shall choose from among the members of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration at The Hague, one of whom shall perform the 
duties of umpire.* 


ARTICLE 3 


On June 15, 1912, each party shall deposit with the Bureau of the 
Permanent Court of Arbitration fifteen copies of its memorial, with 
certified copies of all documents and papers which it intends to present 
in the case. 

The Bureau shall guarantee their transmission without delay to the 
arbitrators and parties, to wit: two copies for each arbitrator, three 
copies for each opposing party; two copies shall remain in the archives 
of the Bureau. 

On August 15, 1912, each party shall deposit in the same manner as 
above, its counter-memorial with the papers appertaining thereto, and 
its final conclusions. 


ARTICLE 4 


Each of the parties shall deposit with the Bureau of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration at The Hague at the same time that it deposits 
its memorial, a sum for the purpose of expenses, which shall be fixed 
by mutual agreement. 


1See the supplementary agreement of April 4, 1912, ante, p. 340. 
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ARTICLE 5 


The tribunal shall meet at The Hague, upon the convocation of its 
president, in the second fortnight of the month of September, 1912. 


ARTICLE 6 


Each party shall be represented by an agent whose duty it shall be 
to serve as intermediary between it and the tribunal. 

The tribunal may demand that either agent furnish it, if necessary, 
with oral or written explanations, to which the agent of the opposing 
party shall have the right to reply. 


ARTICLE 7 


The French language shall be used by the tribunal. Each party 
may use its own language. 
ARTICLE 8 


The award of the tribunal shall be rendered with the least possible 
delay and in any case within thirty days following the closing of the 
debates. However, this period may be extended upon the demand of 
the tribunal and the consent of the parties. 


ARTICLE 9 


The tribunal is competent to regulate the conditions for the execu- 


tion of its award. 
ARTICLE 10 


On all points not covered by the present compromis, the stipulations 
of the Hague Convention for the pacific settlement of international 
disputes, of October 18, 1907, shall be applicable to the present 
arbitration. 


Done, in duplicate, at Paris, March 6, 1912. 
(Signed) L. RENAULT 


(Signed) G. Fusrinato 


THE ISLAND OF TIMOR CASE 


between 
THE NETHERLANDS and PORTUGAL 
Decided June 25, 1914 


Syllabus 


This arbitration grew out of a dispute between the Netherlands and 
Portugal over the boundaries of their respective possessions in the 
Island of Timor, which was partitioned between them by a treaty of 
April 20, 1859.4. In order to avoid the division of native tribes this 
treaty had left certain Dutch territory within the boundaries assigned 
to Portugal and vice versa, but as it later appeared desirable to abolish 
these so-called ‘‘enclaves,” a convention was signed on June 10, 1893,” 
for that purpose and for the establishing of the boundary in the clear- 
est manner. A commission acting under this convention reached an 
agreement upon most of the boundary in 1898-1899, and the disputed 
points were referred to a conference at The Hague, which on July 3, 
1902, agreed upon a solution which was transformed into a diploma- 
tic convention on October 1, 1904.3 This convention settled the re- 
mainder of the boundary with the exception of a part of the Portu- 
guese enclave formerly within Dutch territory. As to this a theoretical 
line was drawn and a mixed commission appointed to survey and mark 
it. The commissioners after starting upon their work were unable to 
agree upon some of the geographical points which had been laid down 
for their guidance, and their labors were suspended. After a lengthy 
diplomatic correspondence between the foreign offices of the respective 
Governments an agreement was signed at The Hague on April 3, 
1913,* referring the disputed boundary to the decision of an arbitrator, 
according to the data to be furnished by the parties and on the basis 
of the general principles of international law. 

Mr. Charles Edouard Lardy, the Swiss Minister to France, was 
selected as arbitrator. He rendered an award on June 25, 1914, fixing 
the boundary in accordance with the contentions of the Netherlands. 


1Post, p. 390, 2Post, p. 393. 8Post, p. 396. 4Post, p. 387. 
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AWARD OF THE TRIBUNAL 


Arbitral award rendered in execution of the compromis signed at 
The Hague, April 3, 1913, between the Netherlands and Portugal 
concerning the boundary of a part of their possessions in the 
Island of Timor.—Paris, June 25, 1914." 

A dispute having arisen between the Royal Government of the 
Netherlands and that of the Portuguese Republic concerning the — 
subject of the boundary of a part of their respective possessions in 
the Island of Timor, the two Governments, by a convention signed 
at The Hague, April 3, 1913,” of which ratifications were exchanged 
in the same city on July 31st following, decided as a last resort to 
refer its solution to an arbitrator, and accordingly by common ac- 
cord designated the undersigned. 

To understand the sense and scope of the compromis of April 3, 
1913, there is need succinctly to explain the negotiations that pre- 
ceded that compromis. 


I. HistoricaL 


The Island of Timor, the farthest east of the continuous series 
of the Sonde Islands and the nearest to Australia, was discovered 
by the Portuguese in the sixteenth century; the island measures 
about 500 kilometers in length from west to east by a maximum 
width of 100 kilometers. A lofty chain of mountains, certain sum- 
mits of which reach an altitude of nearly 3,000 meters, divides this 
island lengthwise into two slopes. The eastern part of the island, 
with an approximate area of 19,000 square kilometers, and a popu- 
lation of about 300,000 inhabitants, is Portuguese. The western 
part, with a population estimated in 1907 of 131,000 inhabitants 
and an area of about 20,000 square kilometers, is under the sov- 
ereignty of the Netherlands, with the exception of the “Kingdom 
of Okussi and Ambeno,” situate on the northwest coast and sur- 
rounded on all sides by Dutch territory except on the shore. 

The name of “kings” given by the Portuguese to the chieftains 
of tribes is explained by the fact that in the native tongue they are 
called leorey; the final syllable of this word has been translated into 
Wa aeeerican Journal of International Law, vol 9, p. 240. For the original 


French text, see Appendix, p. 574 
2Post, p. 387. 
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Portuguese by the word Rey. The Dutch give these chieftains the 
more modest title of radjahs. 

This territorial partition between the Netherlands and Portugal 
rests on the following agreements: 

April 20, 1859,! a treaty signed at Lisbon and duly ratified in the 
course of the summer of 1860, had defined the respective frontiers 
of the middle of the island, but had left existing (Article 2) the 
Dutch enclave of Maucatar in the midst of Portuguese territory, 
and the Portuguese enclave of Oikoussi in the midst of Dutch terri- 
tory in the west of the island. It was stipulated (Article 3) that 
the enclave of Oikoussi consists of the State of Ambenu wherever 
the “Portuguese flag is raised, the State of Oikoussi proper and that 
of Noimuti.” See annex A, page 31.* 

By another convention signed at Lisbon June 10, 1893,” and duly 
ratified, the two Governments, “desiring to settle on conditions most 
favorable to the development of civilization and commerce” their 
relations in the archipelago of Timor, agreed “to establish the boun- 
dary of their possessions in the clearest and most exact fashion” 
in that island and “to cause the enclaves now existing to disappear” 
(Preamble and Article 1). A commission of experts was to be 
designated to the end of “formulating a proposition capable of serv- 
ing as the basis for the conclusion of a further convention fixing 
the new boundary line in the said island” (Article 2). In case of 
difficulties the two parties engaged “to submit to the decision of 
an . . . arbitrator’ (Article 7). See annex B, page 34.’ 

This mixed commission repaired to the premises and agreed in 
1898-1899 on most of the boundary. Notwithstanding, a consider- 
able number of divergencies persisted as to the principal frontier 
in the middle of the Island of Timor as well as to the frontier of 
the Kingdom of Okussi-Ambenu in the western part of the island. 
The map annexed’® under No. II indicates the respective claims. 
A conference was assembled at The Hague from June 23 to July 
3, 1902, to attempt their solution. It decreed July 3, 1902, a plan 


1Post, p. 390. 2Post, p. 393. 
3For annexed maps, see opposite p. 386. 
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which was transformed into a diplomatic convention signed at The 
Hague, October 1, 1904, and duly ratified. See annex C, page 37.1 

A summary of the results of the Convention of 1904 is shown 
on the transparent map annexed under No. I; the superposition of 
the transparent map No. I on the map No. II shows what Portugal 
obtained, in the center of the Island of Timor, the Dutch enclave of 
Maukatar, and what the Netherlands obtained in the same region, 
Tahakay, and Tamira Ailala. On the other hand, in the northwest 
of the Island of Timor and to the south of the territory designated 
by the treaty of 1859, under the name of Oikussi enclave, the Neth- 
erlands obtained Noimuti. Finally, the controverted eastern limit 
of the territory of Oikussi-Ambeno is fixed theoretically according 
to a line A-C, which was to be surveyed and indicated on the 
grounds within the shortest possible delay” (Acts of the conference 
of 1902, sessions of June 27, pages 10 and 11, and of June 28, page 
12; convention of October 1, 1904, Article 4). The line A-C allowed 
by the conference was fixed in Article 3, No. 10 of the conven- 
tion of 1904 in the following terms: “From this point” (the conflu- 
ence of the Noél Bilomi with the Oé-Sunan) “the boundary follows 
the thalweg of the Oé-Sunan, runs as much as possible across Nipani 
and Kelali (Keli), strikes the source of the Noél Meto, and follows 
the thalweg of that river to its mouth.” 

All seemed ended, when the boundary commissioners, having ar- 
rived at the premises in June 1909, for the work of setting the 
metes of the eastern frontier of Oikussi-Ambeno could not agree 
and decided to refer the matter to their Governments. The two 
Governments were none the more able to agree and decided to have 
recourse to arbitration. What was this difficulty that the boundary 
commissioners encountered ? 


Il. THe Dirricutty Wuicu INSTIGATED THE ARBITRATION 


In proceeding to the work of bounding the eastern frontier of 
Oikussi-Ambeno the commissioners had commenced in the north, on 
the coast, and ascended in a southerly direction the course of the 
Noél Meto river, which was to serve as a frontier from its mouth 
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to its source. These operations took place between the 1st and the 
10th of June, 1909, and a mete was placed at the source of the Noel 
Meto. The source being obstructed by some steep cliffs impossible 
to cross, the commissioners decided on a general reconnaissance be- 
tween the northern and southern parts of the country still to be 
bounded, that is to say, between the source of the Noél Meto, in 
the north, and of the Noél Bilomi, in the south. 

A disagreement first arose in the north: The map (see annex 
III) signed in 1904, at the same time as the convention, bore the 
name Kelali accompanied between parentheses by the word Kel. 
The Dutch delegates maintained the word Keli meant on the summit 
of Mount Kelali, a particular point, situated to the west of the Noel 
Meto between two “peaked” rocks, and which had been indicated 
by the natives of Tumbaba (Dutch) as the boundary between them 
and the natives (Portuguese) of Ambeno; according to the Dutch 
commissioners this point is a “magnificent” natural boundary which 
nearly follows the limit described on the map of 1904. The Portu- 
guese commissioners, on the contrary, propose “‘to follow. ...some 
thalwegs in the country to the east of the line proposed by the Dutch 
delegates, starting from the same mete” placed at the source of 
the Noel Meto. The commission decided to survey the two lines 
and to leave the solution to superior authorities. 

In the southern part, on the Bilomi river, the commissioners state, 
in their session of June 17, 1909, that they followed west to east 
the course of the Nono Nisi (or Nise), then the course of the 
Noél Bilomi, and that they now “reached the spot (where the com- 
mission of 1899 had terminated its work) where the survey must 
be continuued to the north,” That point had been designated in the 
convention of 1904, Article 3, Nos. 9 and 10, and on the map an- 
nexed, as the confluence of the Noél Bilomi and the Oé Sunan. ‘The 
four delegates state that at that place there are two afluents coming 
from the north, but neither is called the O& Sunan.” 

The Dutch delegates then explain that the country situated be- 
tween the two affluents is called Sunan, that moreover, they do not 
recognize any affluent of the Noél Bilomi bearing the name of 
Oé Sunan and that none exists; thus they insist the frontier line be 
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surveyed toward the north, starting from the point designated on 
the maps of 1899 and 1904. 

The Portuguese delegates observe that a river called O€ Sunan 
or Oil Sunan, which is not, it is true, an affluent of the Bilomi, 
exists farther to the east and has its source “hard by the Bilomi.” 

The commissioners unanimously decided to survey the two lines, 
“starting from a point” indicated on the maps of 1899 and 1904, 
and “where the commission of 1899 terminated its work,” that is, 
the line proposed by the Dutch delegates in a northerly direction 
and the line desired by the Portuguese in an easterly direction (ses- 
sion of June 17, 1909, First Portuguese Case, page 27). 

At the session of June 21, 1909, and during the course of the 
survey of the frontier line proposed by the Portuguese delegates 
in the easterly direction ascending the Noél Bilomi river, “the four 
delegates state uanimously that they have not met an affluent (of the 
Noel Bilomi) called the Oé-Sunan.” The Dutch delegates observe 
that the Bilomi has changed its name, in this region, to which their 
Portuguese colleagues answer “that the Bilomi river still exists, 
but that, following the native customs, it bears the name of the 
country it crosses.” Finally and above all, the Portuguese delegates 
observe that a short distance from the Bilomi, on the north bank, 
is one Mount Kinapua, on the opposite slope of which is a river 
bearing the name of Oé Sunan, and which flows north. It would 
suffice to follow the course of that river, then to ascend the Noi 
Fulan river and finally to connect the source of the latter with the 
source of the Noel Meto already recognized by the mixed commis- 
sion. 

The Dutch delegates declare it useless to proceed to a reconnais- 
sance on this river, for Mount Kinapua and the boundary that would 
result from the Portuguese proposition would be outside the terri- 
tory which was disputed in 1899; Mount Tasona figures on the map 
of 1899 on the extreme eastern limit of the Portuguese claims of 
that time, claims which the treaty of 1904 threw aside; thus there 
could be no question of a boundary going still farther east. 

The labors of the mixed commission were suspended and the 
question, brought within the domain of diplomacy, gave place to a 
long exchange of correspondence between the cabinets of The 
Hague and Lisbon. 
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This correspondence ended in the agreement of 1913,’ entrusting 
the arbitrator with the commission of deciding, according to “the 
data furnished by the parties” and “‘on the basis of the general prin- 
ciples of international law, how ought to be fixed conformably 
with Article 3, No. 10 of the convention concluded at The Hague, 
October 1, 1904, ....the boundary starting from the Noel Bilomi 
to the source of the Noél Meto.” See annex D, page 41." 


III. THe Portucuese Point oF VIEW 


The principal arguments invoked by the Government of the 
Portuguese Republic in favor of the thesis supported by its boun- 
dary commissioners can be summarized as follows: 

1. At the point where the work of the 1899 boundary was 
stopped, and where, according to the treaty of 1904 and according 
to the map annexed thereto, the Noel Bilomi should receive an 
affluent with the name of Oé Sunan, it is recognized by common 
agreement that no affluent by that name exists. 

2. There exists, on the contrary, farther to the east, a river 
Oe Sunan, which is not, it is true, an affluent of the Bilomi, but 
which takes its source on the north slope of Kinapua Mountain 
very close to the river Bilomi; on Mount Kinapua there is a mete 
proclaimed by numerous native chieftains as having served as the 
recognized boundary between the Portuguese Ambenos and the 
Dutch Tumbabas. From the same Mount Kinapua a brook runs 
toward the Bilomi, and these two water-courses seem to continue 
each other from the summit. According to the native chieftains, 
the course of this river Oé-Sunan is the historical and natural boun- 
dary between the Portuguese Ambenos on one side, and the Dutch 
Tumbabas and Amakonos on the other side. 

3. The same native chieftains include in Ambeno all that region 
comprised between the river Oé Sunan on the east, the river Ni 
Fullan on the north and the incontestibly Portuguese territory of 
Oikoussi-Ambeno west of Mounts Kelali and Netton. Ona private 
map published at Batavia the name Ambeno is found inscribed alto- 
gether in that part wrongly claimed to-day by the Netherlands. 


1Post, p. 387. 


THE ISLAND OF TIMOR CASE 361 


4. The treaty of 1859 rests on the principle that native States 
should not be separated, parcelled out; the boundary-line proposed 
by the Netherlands cuts the Ambenos’ territory and would deprive 
those natives of their pasture and garden lands that are located to 
the east of the frontier and in Dutch territory. 

5. Nothing proves that the boundary to be effected ought neces- 
sarily to commence where the work of bounding had been suspended 
in 1899, following hostilities among the natives, and marked on the 
maps at the confluence of the Bilomi and the Oé Sunan brook, 
which in reality does not exist at that spot. There are two affluents 
at that spot; the Kamboun and the Nono-Offi. Why follow the 
course of the Kamboun to the north rather than that of the Nono- 
Offi, which comes from the northeast and spills into the Bilomi at 
that point? 

By the maps of 1899 and 1904, in the opinion of the Portuguese 
Government, it was desired to give the boundary commissioners 
only “a drawing designed to fix ideas, and a vague and simple indi- 
cation of what ought to be settled later.” 

The true intention of the signatories of the treaty of 1904 was to 
follow the course of the Oé ‘Sunan, where it is in reality, that is to 
say, farther east. Thus, in the sense of the treaty, nothing hinders 
ascending the Bilomi to the point nearest the source of the true 
Oé Sunan, a source so near the course of the Bilomi that it is almost 
an affluent. 

6. The line proposed by the Netherlands, which according to the 
treaty of 1904 ought “to cross Nipani and Kelali (Keli) as much as 
possible,” does not cross Nipani but touches only Fatu Nipani, that 
is to say, the western extremity of Nipani. Hence it does not cor- 
respond to the program of 1904. 

7. The line proposed by the Netherlands does not constitute a 
natural frontier, while that suggested by Portugal follows water- 
courses nearly all the way. 


IV. Tue DutcH Pornt or VIEw 


The principal arguments of the Royal Government of the Nether- 
lands may be summarized as follows: 
1. The treaty of 1859 did not prescribe in any imperative way 
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that native territories ought not to be divided or parcelled. On the 
contrary, it assigned to Portugal “the State of Ambenu wherever 
the Portuguese flag is raised there,” thus sanctioning not only the 
division of a native State, but precisely the division of the very 
State of Ambenu, and that in the following terms: “The Nether- 
lands cedesto . . . Portugal that part of the State of Ambenu 
or Ambeno which for several years has flown the Portuguese flag.” 

More than this, the treaty of 1859 could have been, and has been 
modified effectively by the subsequent treaties, treaties which alone 
ought to be taken into consideration to-day in those places where 
they have modified the treaty of 1859. 

2. No uncertainty exists as to the point where the boundary 
commissioners of 1899 stopped. That point served as a basis for 
the negotiations of 1902, and was marked on the map (annex III) 
signed at that time by the negotiators of the two countries as to be 
adjoined to the draft of the treaty. That draft of 1902 became the 
treaty of 1904. From this point and no other begins line A-C, ad- 
mitted in 1902 as properly placing the frontier (map annex I) 
That line A-C extends from this point north as far as the source of 
the river Noél Meto, and the frontier ought then to follow that 
water-course as far as its embouchure into the sea in the north. 

The location of the source of the Noél Meto was recognized con- 
tradictorily in 1909: a mete was placed there by common agreement. 
The discussion concerned only the survey between that source and 
point A situate at the spot where the commissioners stopped in 1899, 

3. On the official map of 1899 (annex IV), as on the official 
map of 1904 (annex III), an affluent, to which, by an error that 
the Netherlands does not contest, has been given the name of 
Oé Sunan, is represented as coming from the north to the point in 
question. This river, which in reality bears among the Tumbabas 
the name of Kabun, and among the Ambenos that of Leos, cor- 
responds wholly to the intention of the contracting parties, which 
was to follow, beginning with point A, an affluent coming from the 
north in the direction A-C. The error of name has the less sig- 
nificance since very frequently in that region the water-courses have 
several names, or change their names, or bear the name of the coun- 
try they traverse: the region east of Kabun, or Léos (the Oé Sunan 
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of 1904) has, according to the Portuguese Government, the name 
of Hue-Son, of analogous sound, and, according to the Dutch com- 
missioners, that of Sunan, which explains the error of the commis- 
sioners. 

4. The native chieftains of Amakono (Dutch) declared (mixed 
commission, session of February 21, 1899) that their country com- 
prises all the region “situated between the Oé Sunan, Nipani, Kelali- 
Keli, and the Noél Meto (on the west), the sea of Timor (on the 
north), the Noél Boll Bass, the Humusu and Kin Napua summits 
(on the east), Tasona, the Noél Boho and the Noél Bilomi (on the 
south).” Now the western frontier here described and indicated in 
1899 as separating the Amakanos (Dutch) from Ambeno (Portu- 
guese) is precisely that sanctioned by the treaty of 1904. The 
Oé Sunan which figures there can be only the water-course to which 
mistakenly but by common agreement this name was given in the 
official maps of 1899 and 1904, that is to say, a water-course situ- 
ated west of the disputed territory, and not the pretended Oé Sunan 
now pleaded by Portugal, which is situated on the eastern frontier 
of the disputed territory. Hence this is the very water-course, no 
matter what its name, situated to the west of the said territory, 
which the parties agreed to adopt as a boundary. 

The proof that Portugal could not have had in view in 1899 and 
1904 the eastern stream to which it now gives the name of Oé 
Sunan, is furnished by the fact that in the session of February 21, 
1899, its commissioners proposed as a boundary a line starting from 
the point where the stream called Oé Sunan spills into the Bilomi 
and then ascending the Noél Bilomi easterly as far as Nunkalai 
(next crossing Tasona and from Kin Napua proceeding northerly 
as far as Humusu and to the source of the Noél Boll Bass, of which 
the course would have served as a frontier as far as its embouchure 
into the sea). This Portuguese proposition of 1899 would be un- 
intelligible if there were a question of any other stream than that 
figuring on the official maps of 1899 and 1904 with the name of 
Oé Sunan; how could there be a question of another river O¢ Sunan 
situated east of Nunkalai since Nunkalai is really west and not east 
of this new Oé Sunan discovered by the Portuguese? 
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5. Two inquiries recently instituted by the Dutch authorities of 
the Island of Timor confirmed, moreover, that no river by the name 
of Oé Sunan rises on Mount Kinapua; the stream that rises on the 
north slope, at a certain distance from the summit, has the names 
Poeamesse and Noilpolan, and at Fatoe Metassa (Fatu Mutassa of 
the Portuguese) spills into the Noél Manama, the Ni-Fullan of 
the Portuguese maps (second Dutch Case, No. VII, page 6). 

6. Quite precisely, the line proposed by the Netherlands does not 
traverse the territory of Nipani, but the treaty of 1904 does not 
require that. It stipulates that the line designed to unite the sources 
of the Oé Sunan and the source of the Noél Meto shall cross 
“Nipani as much as possible.” As the territory to be bounded was 
unexplored, the words “as much as possible” were justified; in fact, 
the line suggested by the Netherlands, if at all it crosses the terri- 
tory of Nipani, crosses the western extremity called Fatu Nipani. 
Now, according to the declarations recorded in the procés-verbal 
of the boundary of February 21, 1899, the natives, in designating 
the Oé-Sunan, Nipani, Kelali, and the Noel Meto as the eastern 
frontier of Okussi-Ambeno (Portuguese) and as the western fron- 
tier of Amakono (Dutch) had in view the rocky pile of Fatu 
Nipani, forming the western end of Nipani. 

7. The frontier proposed by the Netherlands is a natural frontier 
formed by a chain of mountains separating the water-courses all 
the way. 

It was never prescribed or recommended in 1902-1904 absolutely 
to follow water-courses as a boundary, and, on the northern frontier 
of Okussi-Ambeno, bounds have been placed by common agreement 
in several places, notably when the line passes from one river basin 
into another. (See especially Article 3 of the convention of 1904, 
Nos. 2, 3, and 4.7) us 

A few metes will suffice to designate the frontier on the ridge line 
proposed by the Netherlands. 

The survey claimed by Portugal, moreover, would itself also 
require metes in the region of Mount Kinapua, between the Bilomi 
and the pretended new Oé Sunan, and elsewhere in the region be- 
tween the source of the Noél Meto and the stream to which the 
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Portuguese give the name Ni-Fullan, that is to say, at the two ends 
of the Portuguese survey. 

8. The line that Portugal proposes to-day reproduces the sub- 
stance of its claims of 1899 and 1902 in that region. Now, it is 
incontestable that by accepting the line A-C in the conference of 
1902 and incorporating it in the treaty of 1904 Portugal ceded the 
territory to which formerly it made pretensions. Equitably it 
could not claim that same territory to-day. 


V. Tue Rutes or LAw APPLICABLE 


According to Article 2 of the compromis, the arbitrator is to base 
his decision not only on the treaties in force between the Nether- 
lands and Portugal relative to the boundary of their possessions in 
the Island of Timor, but also on the “general principles of inter- 
national law.” 

It is almost superfluous to call these principles to mind. 

Heffter, ’olkerrecht, section 94, for example, is of this opinion: 
“Every treaty binds to a complete and loyal execution not only of 
what literally has been promised but that to which a party has bound 
itself, and also of what is conformable to the essence of any treaty 
whatsoever as to the harmonious intention of the contracting Par- 
ties (that is to say, what is called the spirit of treaties).” Heffter 
adds, section 95: “In case of doubt, treaties ought to be interpreted 
conformably with the real mutual intention, and conformably to 
what can be presumed, between parties acting loyally and with 
reason, was promised by one to the other according to the words 
used.”’ 

Rivier, Principes du drott des gens, II, No. 157, expresses the 
same thought in these terms: “Above all the common intention of 
the parties must be established: id quod actum est . . . Good 
faith prevailing throughout this subject, treaties ought not to be 
interpreted exclusively according to their letter, but according to 
their spirit. . . . Principles of treaty interpretation are, by and 
large, and mutatis mutandis, those of the interpretation of agree- 
ments between individuals, principles of common sense and experi- 
ence, already formulated by the Prudents of Rome.” (Ulpien, L. 
34, in Digest de R. J. 50. 17: “Semper in stipulationibus et in 
cetius contractibus id sequimur quod actum est.’’) 
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Between individuals, the rules reverted to by Rivier were formu- 
lated in the principal codes in terms sufficiently precise to be used 
as commentaries : 

Code civil francais, neerlandais, etc., Articles 1156-1157. “In 
conventions one should seek to find what the common intention of 
the contracting parties was, rather than to stop with the literal sense 
of the words. When a clause is susceptible of two meanings it 
should be interpreted in that meaning which gives it some effect, 
rather than in that meaning which produces no effect.” German 
Civil Code of 1896, Article 133: “To interpret a declaration of 
will, it is necessary to seck the actual will and not to be content with 
the literal meaning of the expression” (Bei der Auslegung einer 
Willenserklirung ist der wirkliche Wille zu erforschen und nicht an 
dem buchstablichen Sinne des Ausdrucks “zu haften”). Portuguese 
Civil Code of 1867, Article 684. Swiss Code des Obligations of 
torr, Article 18: “To appreciate the character and clauses of a 
contract, there is occasion to look for the actual common intention 
of the parties, without dwelling on inexact names or expressions of 
which use might have been made, either erroneously, or to disguise 
the true nature of the convention.” It is useless to dwell on the 
entire coincidence of private and international law in this point. 

It now remains only to apply these rules to the circumstances of 
the case and to seek to find what the actual and mutual intention 
of the Netherlands and Portugal was at the time of the negotiations 
of 1902 that ended in the convention of 1904. 


VI. Tue INTENTION OF THE PARTIES IN SIGNING THE CONVEN- 
TION OF 1904 


1. The purpose of the treaty of Lisbon of June 10, 1893, had 
been to seek to establish a clearer and more exact boundary of the 
respective possessions in the Island of Timor, and to cause “the 
enclaves now existing” to disappear (Article 1). The “enclaves” 
figuring under this name in the previous treaty signed at Lisbon, 
April 20, 1859, were those of Maucatar (Article 2, paragraph 1) 
and of Oi Koussi (Article 2, paragraph 2, and Article 3, para- 
graph 1). 

When in June, 1902, the delegates of both Governments met at 
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The Hague to seek to reconcile the diverging propositions of the 
boundary commissioners sent to the premises in 1898-1899, the dele- 
gates immediately agreed to grant Portugal the Dutch enclave of 
Maucatar at the center of the Island of Timor, and to the Nether- 
lands the Portuguese enclave of Noimuti to the south of the “king- 
dom” of Ambeno. In the session of June 26th the Portuguese de- 
manded, in the middle of the island, all the part of the territory of 
Fialarang, situate east of the river Mota Bankarna (see map annex 
Il) ; they maintained further that the Kingdom of Ambeno, being 
bounded by the sea, could not be considered as an enclave any more 
than Belgium, Portugal, or the Netherlands, and so this unques- 
tionably could not be granted to the Netherlands; they also claimed 
for Ambeno all the hinterland of the coast between the mouths of 
the Noél Meto and the Noél Boll Bass. This hinterland was to ex- 
tend southerly as far as the river Bilomi and follow that river from 
west to east between the point at which the boundary commission- 
ers stopped, in the west, in 1899 and, in the east, a place called Nun- 
kalai on the map at that time drawn up in common by the boundary 
commissioners of the two countries. The limits of the disputed 
territory having been designated by the four letters A, B, C, D on 
a map (see annex II) presented by the Dutch delegates to the 
conference of 1902, the discussion turned to the western line A-C, 
hallowed by the Netherlands, and the eastern line B-D claimed by 
Portugal. 

On the map annexed here under No. IV the respective claims 
have been shown, as they result from the map signed in common 
by all the boundary commissioners at Koepang, February 16, 1899. 

The Dutch delegates declared at the conference of June 26, 1902, 
that the chieftains of the territory of Fialarang, in the middle of 
the Island of Timor, refused absolutely to pass under the sov- 
ereignty of Portugal, so that it was not, or no longer was, possible 
to cut off that point which Dutch territory makes into Portuguese 
territory in that region (see map II). 

The first Portuguese delegate replied that it was not necessary 
“to allow oneself to be guided too much by humanitarian motives 
toward the people of the Island of Timor; for petty causes these 
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tribes quit their native soil to set up elsewhere, and several times 
they have left the Dutch territory to establish themselves in Portu- 
guese territory, and vice versa.” Finally the Portuguese delegate 
renounced the territory of Fiamarangs in the middle of the Island 
of Timor, but asked that the western frontier of Oikoussi be fixed 
“according to the proposition of the Dutch commissioners of 1899.” 
(See this proposition in the procés-verbal of the session held at 
Koepang, February 8, 1899, in the first Portuguese Case, p. 24.) 

The next day, June 27th, the Dutch delegate accepted the Portu- 
guese proposition, but, to avoid all misunderstanding, claimed for 
his Government “absolute certitude that the eastern limit of Okussi 
represented by the line A-C shall be designated as much as possible 
on the land itself.” 

In fact, there was a misunderstanding, for the first Portuguese 
delegate replied that the proposition of the day before “did not say 
that the frontier east of Okussi shall be formed by the line A-C, 
but on the contrary by the line proposed by the mixed commission 
of 1899 and indicated by the letters A-B.” 

The first Dutch delegate immediately replied that “if the line A-C 
is not accepted as the frontier east of Oikoussi (and if the Dutch 
demands for the frontier in the center of Timor are not accepted) 

the Dutch delegates withdraw their consent to the Portu- 
guese proposition. . . . They would never be able to submit 
to their Government a plan which did not satisfy these conditions.” 
The Dutch delegate ended by declaring that if a friendly agreement 
on this basis could not be reached, the Netherlands would have re- 
course to the arbitration foreseen by the convention of 1893 on the 
“enclave question,” thus giving it to be understood that in the case 
of the line A-C being refused for the eastern frontier of Ambeno, 
the Netherlands would raise the much greater question of whether 
the whole of Ambeno was not an enclave that logically might re- 
vert to the Netherlands, since several times in the treaty of 1859 
Ambeno had been designated as an enclave, and since one of the 
objects of the convention of 1893 was the “suppression of en- 
claves.” 

At the session of June 28th, the Portuguese delegates “having 
seriously examined the proposition of the Dutch delegates, put for- 
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ward in the session of June 27th, resolved to accept that proposi- 
tion, as well as the terms advanced by them (by the Dutch dele- 
gates) on that subject.” 

It is important to reproduce this discussion in detail, since it 
throws positive light on the real and mutual intention of the par- 
ties. Portugal declared herself satisfied with the conditions offered 
to her. In the middle of the Island of Timor she acquired the 
large enclave of Maukatar; if she did not there acquire the country 
of the Fialarangs, she kept Oikussi Ambeno in the west of the 
Island of Timor, and avoided discussing before arbitrators the deli- 
cate question of whether this enclave was or was not an enclave sus- 
ceptible of being granted in its entirety to the Netherlands; Portu- 
gal preferred under these circumstances to renounce the debated 
eastern part of Oikussi Ambeno rather than to risk losing more or 
even all in that locality. In a word, throughout the negotiations 
she found compensations deemed sufficient by her for abandoning 
the line B-D and the intermediate line A-B that she claimed. She 
finally accepted the line A-C claimed by the Netherlands sine qua 
non. 

Thus it is certain that this line A-C should be considered, in the 
intention of the parties, as a concession made by Portugal to the 
Netherlands, and that fact was proclaimed by the Portuguese dele- 
gates themselves, in the case which they presented at the session 
of June 26, 1902, during the conferences at The Hague, in these 
terms: “These territories represent a considerable reduction of the 
frontiers of the kingdom of Ocussi-Ambenou.” 

2. What is line A-C? 

(a) First, where is point C? At the embouchure of the Noél 
Meto river into the Sea of Timor in the northern part of the island. 
No dispute exists on this subject, and the convention of 1904, Ar- 
ticle 3, No. 10, expressly stipulates that the frontier follows the 
thalweg of the Noél Meto from its source to its mouth. Between 
1899 and 1902-1904 Portugal on the contrary claimed all that ter- 
ritory east of the Noél Meto as far as the river Noél Boll Bass; 
the mouth of the Noél Boll Bass was point B, the northern end of 
the A-B line claimed by Portugal (Portuguese proposition, session 
of February 21, 1899, second Dutch Case annex II, procés-verbaux 
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of The Hague conferences, 1902, page 10, and maps here annexed 
I and II). 

If the location of point C is not disputed, it is nevertheless useful 
to state that the adoption in 1904 of the course of the Noél Meto 
rather than the course of the Noél Boll Bass, as a boundary line, 
proves the general intention of restoring the frontier toward the 
west. 

(b) The location of the source of the Noél Meto was determined 
and a mete was set there by common agreement (procés-verbal of 
June 14, 1909, first Portuguese Case, page 26). All that part of 
the survey is thus definitely settled. (See map annex VI.) 

(c) Now, where is tlie other end of the line, point A, acknowl- 
edged in the conference of 1902? The Netherlands maintain this 
point A is found where the reconnaissance of 1899 ended and where 
the commissioners had to stop their work because of hostilities be- 
tween the native tribes, that is to say at the point where the commis- 
sioners, having followed the Nono Balena, the Nono Nive and the 
Noél Bilomi, reached the confluence of this last river with another 
coming from the north and to which by common agreement the 
name of Oé Sunan was allotted. 

All the boundary line in the western and lower part of the basin 
of the Bilomi was sanctioned and definitely admitted as frontier 
by the treaty of 1904. Article 3, No. 9. At the time of the subse- 
quent reconnaissance of June 17, 1909, it is stated in the procés- 
verbal that this point is not doubtful: “It is decided unanimously 
that the survey shall be followed from this point, that is to say, the 
point where the commission of 1899 stopped its work.” (First 
Dutch Case, annex III, page 4; first Portuguese Case, page 27.) 
The disagreement comes only as to what is to be done from this 
point on, whether toward the north (Dutch claim) or in the easterly 
direction (Portuguese claim). Now this point, at which the work 
was suspended in 1899, starting from which the disagreement had 
arisen in 1899 and 1902, was marked on the official map signed in 
a contradictory manner by the boundary commissioners of the two 
nations February 16, 1899. It is this very point which was con- 
sidered when in the conference at The Hague of 1902, the dele 
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gates of the two States solved the dispute by pronouncing in favor 
of a frontier extending toward the north and designated by the 
name of line A-C. In drawing up this map of February 16, 1899 
(annex IV appended here) under the map annexed to the conven- 
tion of 1904 (annex III, appended here), they state that there is 
absolute agreement between them as to the location of the point 
in question. 

The Portuguese Government, moreover, does not contest very 
sharply the location of point A, for in its first case it expresses itself 
as follows, page 10: “There is no pretension to deny that the line 
starts from point A. What is debated is the subordinate inflexions 

,’ and farther on page 15: “There is no denial that the 
fone concerned starts from the point where the surveyors were 
prevented from going farther; what is denied is that they had the 
intention of running it north from there.” 

From the above it results that the arbitrator is certain that three 
points of the line A-C have been duly established incontestably, and 
not even contested: point C in the north, the source of the Noel 
Meto in the middle, and point A in the south, at the spot where the 
boundary work was suspended in 1899. These three points cer- 
tainly correspond to the intention of the parties when they negoti- 
ated the project of the convention of 1902 and transformed it into 
the convention of 1904. To admit another solution as to the loca- 
tion of point A, moreover, would again place in question the fron- 
tier of the lower course of the Noél Bilomi agreed upon by No. 9 
of Article 3 of the treaty of 1904; now, No. 9 is not contested and 
is not in litigation. 

3. There now remains to examine the part of line A-C comprised 
between point A in the south and the source of the Noél Meto in 
the middle of line A-C. 

Here again, and always, we must look for the real and harmoni- 
ous intention of the parties when they bound themselves: 

In 1902 two propositions were in sight: That of Portugal had 
been formulated as follows in the procés-verbal of the session of 
the boundary commissioners held at Koepang, February 21, 1899 
(annex II in the second Dutch Case): “From this last point (point 
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A), the length of the Noél Bilomi as far as Nunkalai, from there 
crossing Tasona, Kin Napua, Humusu, as far as the source of the 
Noél Boll Bass; then the length of that river as far as its mouth.” 
At the conferences of The Hague of 1902, this survey (D-B) was 
abandoned at the session of June 26th by the Portuguese delegation 
and replaced by the demand for an intermediate and diagonal sur- 
vey A-B, which would have the course of the Noel Boll Bass as a 
frontier in the northwest instead of the Noél Meto (see Map II 
here appended). On the 28th of June the Portuguese delegation 
abandoned this retreating line (ligne de retraite) A-B, moved back 
westerly from the Noél Boll Bass to the Noél Meto, and accepted 
line A-C claimed by the Netherlands. This line A-C was immedi- 
ately traced on a map which officially had been annexed to the treaty 
of 1904 (see map annexed III). 

On this map the frontier, starting from point A where the undis- 
puted frontier of the lower course of the Noél Bilomi ends, as- 
cends a northerly direction the course of a small affluent called 
Oé Sunan by common agreement, then continues northerly as far as 
the location, then not known, of the source of the Noél Meto. This 
survey on the map was defined and commented on as follows in the 
treaty, Article 3, No. 10: “Starting from this point (A) the boun- 
dary follows the thalweg of the Oé Sunan, crosses Nipani and 
Kelali (Keli) as much as possible, strikes the source of the Noél 
Meto and follows the thalweg of that river as far as its mouth.” 
Now this text, made definitive in the treaty of 1904, reproduces 
word for word the text proposed by the Dutch commissioners at that 
same session at Koepang, February 21, 1899, in opposition to what 
the Portuguese claimed at that time. Simply calling to attention 
these two maps and the fact that in 1902-1904, the Portuguese pro- 
posal was ignored totally and the Dutch proposal inserted word for 
word, suffices to establish by evidence the intention of the contract- 
ing parties: when they negotiated and signed the agreement of 1904 
they adopted the Dutch survey and threw aside the survey desired 
by Portugal on that part of the frontier of the two States in the 
Island of Timor. Thus, in the mind of the arbitrator, the two par- 
ties had a real and harmonious wish to adopt the most western sur- 
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vey, not only on the northern slope of the island between the Noel 
Boll Bass and the Noél Meto, but also in the center of the island, 
between the source of the Noél Bilomi and the source of the Noél 
Meto. 

It is now fitting to enter into the details of examining the most 
western survey: 

4. Portugal observes to-day that the water-course marked Oé 
Sunan on the official maps of 1899 and 1904, and in Article 3, No. 
9 of the treaty of 1904, does not exist; that really this water-course 
bears the name of Kabun among the members of the Tumbabas 
tribe or of Léos among the members of the tribe of Ambenos, and 
that the true Oé Sunan is to be found six or seven kilometers farther 
to the east. It is true, the Portuguese Government adds, that this 
other Oé Sunan is not an affluent of the Bilomi river, that it takes 
its source at a certain distance from that river, on the north slope 
of Mount Kinapua, but this other Oé Sunan and Mount Kinapua are 
claimed by the Ambenos (Portuguese) as from ancient date form- 
ing the frontier between them on the west and the Dutch Amakonos 
on the east : So it is this other Oé Sunan, in the opinion of the Portu- 
guese Government, that the two Governments had in mind, when 
in Article 3, No. 10 of the treaty of 1904 they stipulated that the 
frontier would follow the course of the Oé Sunan. 

To appreciate the scope of this allegation there is reason to recol- 
lect that, on the map prepared by the boundary commissioners of 
the two nations at Koepang, February 16, 1899 (map annex IV) 
the frontier then demanded by Portugal is indicated by a dotted 
line following the presumed course of the Noél Bilomi upstream in 
an easterly direction starting from the point (A) where the said 
commissioners had to stop their work at that time, that is'to say, 
starting from the confluence of the Noél Bilomi with what then by 
common agreement was called the Oé Sunan; in the map of 1899 
care was taken to have the dotted line followed with the words 
“Noél Bilomi” so as to indicate well the Portuguese commissioners 
desire to follow the course of the river while ascending it. 

On the other hand, at the time of the treaty of 1904, all of the 
dotted line east of the point where a halt was made in 1899 was 


374 THE HAGUE COURT REPORTS 


suppressed, to show clearly that there was no longer reason to as- 
cend in an easterly direction the then unexplored course of the Noél 
Bilomi, and that on the contrary the frontier should proceed toward 
the north (see transparent map annex III). This implies, in the 
mind of the arbitrator, the harmonious intention to grant, from 
point A upstream, both banks of the Noel Bilomi to the Netherlands. 

Another fact which to the arbitrator seems to imply the harmoni- 
ous intention of the parties at the time of the signature of the con- 
vention of 1904, is that, in the description of the frontier proposed 
by the Portuguese commissioners in 1899, they suggested the follow- 
ing survey west to east: “From this last point (the confluence of 
the Noél Bilomi with the affluent at that time named Oé Sunan) the 
length of the Noél Bilomi as far as Nunkelai, from there crossing 
Tasona, Kinapua . . .;” according to this Portuguese descrip- 
tion Nunkalai is to be found east of the river Oé¢-Sunan and west 
of Kinapua. Now, the other Oé-Sunan river, now claimed by Por- 
tugal as a frontier, is situate several kilometers east, and not west, of 
Nunkalai, from which results the impossibility that this river had 
been considered by the Portuguese delegates in their proposals of 
that time. 

What further confirms this impression of the arbitrator is the 
fact that the new Oé Sunan, this one which, six kilometers to the 
east, has its source on the northern watershed of Mount Kinapua, 
is not an affluent of the Noél Bilomi. 

Finally, this other Oé Sunan does not proceed “toward Nipani 
and Kelali (Keli)” as the treaty of 1904 prescribes it, but is very 
quickly confused with other rivers flowing east and finally ends in 
regions incontestably Dutch. 

Together all of these concordant circumstances lead the arbitrator 
to the conviction that there is no need to pause on the.mistake of 
name made by the boundary commissioners in 1899 and by the 
negotiators of the international acts of 1902 and 1904 when they 
gave the name of Oé Sunan to Kabun or Léos, and that, on the 
contrary, there is reason to admit that it is this very Kabun or Léos 
that the parties intended to consider as properly to serve as a fron- 
tier from point A north. This mutual error of the commissioners 
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of both nations is explained, moreover, when one states that most 
of the water-courses of that region bear several names or bear the 
name of the country which they cross and that a region neighboring 
to Kabun or Léos has the name Sunan the sound of which resembles 
that of Oé Sunan. 

To admit any other solution, to accept a survey mounting the 
course of the Noel Bilomi as far as Mount Kinapua, then passing 
into the basin of another Oé Sunan which is not an affluent of the 
Bilomi, and which does not proceed toward Nipani and Kelali, 
would be contrary to the whole spirit of the negotiation of 1902- 
1904, and irreconcilable with the map annexed to the convention of 
1904. 

Portugal could not, at this late time, claim equitably between the 
Noél Bilomi and the source of the Noél Meto and, in connection 
with a setting of metes, almost exactly the territory which it re- 
nounced expressly in 1902-1904 for compensations deemed suffi- 
cient by her or because she wished to avoid an appeal on the part 
of the Netherlands to arbitration or to more extensive claims in 
the Okussi region (see map annexes V and VI). 

In other words, there develops from what has gone before the 
conviction that the will of the contracting Parties ought to be inter- 
preted in the sense that, starting from point A situate on the Bilomi 
river, the frontier follows in a northerly direction the thalweg of 
the river Kabun or Leos as far as the source of this last water- 
course wrongly called Oé Sunan in 1899, 1902 and 1904. 

The reasoning elucidated above under No. 4 would be superfluous 
if, as the Government of the Netherlands aifirms (second Case, No. 
VIII, page 6), the last reconnaissances made on the premises estab- 
lished that this new Oé Sunan does not exist and that the water- 
course to which this name has’ been given by the Portuguese is in 
reality called Noél Polan or Poeamesse. 

5. We have now but to seek the intention of the parties for that 
region included between the source of the Kabun or Léos river 
(wrongly called Oé Sunan in 1899-1904) and the source of the 
Noél Meto. 

The convention of 1904 is expressed as follows: “The thalweg 
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of the Oé Sunan, (recognized above under No. 4 as rightfully 
called Kabun or Léos) crosses Nepani and Kelali (Keli) as much 
as possible, (and)strikes the source of the Noel Meto. 44 

The Dutch boundary commissioners and their Government pro- 
pose to connect the sources of the Kabun and Noel Meto rivers by 
following almost exactly the dividing line of the streams, that is 
to say, a series of peaks of which the principal ones, from north 
to south, have the names of Netton, Adjausene, Niseu, or Nisene, 
Wanat or Vanate, Fatu Nipani or Fatoe Nipani, Fatu Kabi (Fatoe 
Kabi) and Kelali (Keli). 

This proposal is contested by the Portuguese Government because 
it would be contrary to the intention of the parties whose aim was, 
at the time of the conclusion of the treaties between the two Gov- 
ernments, not to divide the native States; now, that line detaches 
the whole eastern part from Portuguese Ambeno. In its first Case, 
and especially in the annexes to the second, the Portuguese Gov- 
ernment invokes the depositions of numerous native chieftains to 
prove, in substance, that the whole space which would be attributed 
to the Netherlands is a part of Ambeno and belongs to the Ambenos. 
Besides this they invoke a private map edited at Batavia on which 
the Ambenos are indicated as occupying the territory claimed by 
the Netherlands. The Portuguese Government is of the opinion 
that Ambenu-Oikussi was granted incontestably to Portugal by the 
treaty of 1859, and that the tribe of Ambenos could not be parti- 
tioned between two sovereignties. 

Once again must the arbitrator seek to reconstitute the will of 
the parties. Now according to the test of the treaty of 1859 Por- 
tugal obtained only the “part” of the State of Ambeno that “has 
raised the Portuguese flag ;” that certain parts of Ambeno were con- 
sidered, since 1859, as remaining under the sovereignty of the 
Netherlands, would be nothing anomalous. Further than this, the 
private map edited at Batavia could not be weighed in value with 
the two official maps signed by the commissioners or delegates of the 
two States in 1899 and 1904, and on these two official maps (an- 
nexes III and IV) the name Ambeno does not figure within the dis- 
puted territory; both put that name west and outside the disputed 
territory. Moreover, it results from the document at hand that since 
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1899 the Dutch commissioners produced declarations of the native 
Tumbaba and Amakano chieftains assuring that this territory be- 
longed to them and was not a part of Ambeno (annex III in the 
second Dutch Case, declaration made at the session held at Koe- 
pang, February 21, 1899). Thus we find ourselves in the presence 
of contradictory assertions of natives. The latter in 1899 had 
been fighting for more than twenty years (first Portuguese Case, 
page 22) at the time of the arrival of the boundary commissioners 
in that region, and the Portuguese Government (in its first Case, 
page 9) acknowledged it as “certain that the peoples east of Oikussi 
Ambeno have disputed the contiguous territories for a long time 
and that these peoples are so intermingled that it is difficult to dis- 
tinguish what really does belong to them.” See also in the second 
Portuguese Case, page 10, the deposition of the Ambeno chief, 
Béne Necat: “The eastern part of Oikussi and Ambeno was in- 
habited by the Tumbaba people who were driven out of there three 
generations ago . . . by the Ambenos. . . . Since then 
that region has been desert, although it has been overrun by both 
Tumbabas and Ambenos.” 

The intention of the parties at the time of the negotiation of 1902 
is found documented in the procés-verbal of the session of June 26th 
(procés-verbaux, page 7) during the course of which the first Por- 
tuguese delegate himself advised “not to allow one’s self to be guided 
too much in this business by humanitarian motives toward the peo- 
ples of the Island of Timor; for petty causes these tribes quit their 
native soil to set up elsewhere, and several times they have left 
Dutch territory to establish themselves in Portuguese territory, and 
vice versa.” The next day, procés-verbaux, page 11, the first Dutch 
delegate observed that his Government was making ‘“‘a great con- 
cession” in not claiming the whole of Ambeno, “considering that 
according to his opinion the convention of 1893 implied the disap- 
pearance of the enclave of Oikussi”; he declared that if the two 
Governments were not able to come to an arrangement on the basis 
of the line A-C proposed by the Netherlands, the latter would con- 
sider itself bound to have recourse to arbitration to decide whether 
Ambeno was an enclave that ought to be granted to it entirely, 
and then, June 28th, the Portuguese delegation accepted line A-C 
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without restriction or reservation as had been claimed by the Dutch 
delegation. 

From all these facts there results the conviction of the arbitrator 
that in 1902-1904 an agreement was reached without taking into 
account the chance of detaching such or such a parcel claimed by 
the Ambenos, the Tumbabas, or the Amakonos, and expressly stat- 
ing that there would be no preoccupation with the claims, contra- 
dictory as they were, of the natives. In other terms, from the 
procés-verbaux of 1902 there results the conviction of the arbitra- 
tor that Portugal accepted line A-C as it was claimed by the Nether- 
lands, precisely because Portugal preferred to abandon claims of a 
secondary order to the east, in order to save the hig piece, that is 
to say, in order to save what the treaty of 1859 calls the “enclave” 
of Ambenu-Okussi. The Government of the Netherlands, in the 
mind of the arbitrator, also correctly maintains in its second Case, 
page 2, that nothing in the treaty of 1859 prevented the division 
of the kingdom of Ambeno, and adds: “Even if the treaty of 
1859 did not sanction such a division, the Portuguese Government 
legitimately could not oppose such a division now. Such objections 
would come too late, and ought to have been raised before the con- 
clusion of the treaty of 1904.” 

The arbitrator observes, moreover, on the two official maps of 
1899 and 1904 (annexes III and IV) that Nipani is indicated as 
being very close and slightly to the east of line A-C, a short dis- 
tance from the source of the Oé Sunan (recognized at present as 
rightfully called Kabun or Léos); if the survey now claimed by 
Portugal were adopted, that survey would pass very far to the east 
and north of Nipani, and consequently would “cross” that territory 
still less than the survey proposed by the Netherlands. It is true 
that the Portuguese Government locates Nipani (see the map an- 
nexed under No. VI of the first Dutch Case and the word 
Nipam written in blue on the map here appended, annex IV) 
northwest of the disputed territory, but this unilateral Portuguese 
map could not be weighed in opposition to the two official maps 
of 1899 and 1904 (annexes III and IV), signed by the delegates 
of the two States; besides, even on this exclusively Portuguese map, 
the frontier desired by Portugal seems surveyed to the north of 
Nipani and does not appear to “cross” that territory. 
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6. The Government of the Portuguese Republic finally objects 
to this survey of a line almost due north and south between the 
source of the Kabun or Léos river and the source of the Noél Meto, 
since it is a land frontier, necessitating the placing of metes, while 
the eastern line suggested by Portugal is formed essentially by a 
succession of streams, which is preferable in order to avoid con- 
flicts among the natives. In the mind of the arbitrator, this ob- 
jection rests on no information resulting from the negotiations of 
1899 or 1904. On the southern frontier of Okussi-Ambeno, the 
frontier adopted in 1904 in not a few points is independent of 
water-courses and ought to have been or would have been marked 
on land by metes. The very survey suggested by Portugal would 
also admit of being in part on land and necessitating the setting of 
metes, notably at the southeast angle (in the environs of Mount 
Kinapua, between the course of the Bilomi river and the river called 
Oé Sunan by the Portuguese), and at the northeast angle (between 
the sources of the river by the Portuguese called Ni-Fullan and the 
source of the Noel Meto). 

The survey suggested by the Dutch boundary commissioners 
would appear to the arbitrator to constitute a frontier sufficiently 
natural easily to be bounded on land. 

It consists of a continuous series of rather high summits, from 
north to south, bearing the names of Netton, Loamitoe, Adjausene, 
Niseu, Wanat, Fatoe-Nipani, Kelali or Keli, of which the altitude 
is indicated as from 500 to 1,000 meters. This range serves as a 
watershed, and the rivers east of that line run east. Thus it does 
not seem that it would be difficult technically to proceed to the 
boundary along that range of elevations, the general direction of 
which corresponds entirely to the theoretical line A-C adopted by 
common agreement in 1904. 


VII. ConcLusiIons 


The preceding considerations of fact and law lead the arbitrator 
to the following conclusions: 

1. The treaty of 1859 had granted to Portugal in the eastern 
part of the Island of Timor, the Oikussi-Ambenu enclave, and 
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at that time the Netherlands ceded to Portugal “that part of Am- 
benu which, for several years, has raised the Portuguese flag.” 

2. The purpose of the convention of 1893 was “to establish in 
the clearest and most exact manner the boundary” of the respective 
possessions in Timor and “to abolish the enclaves existing” there 
“at the present time.” 

3. The convention of 1904 rectified the frontier in the center of 
the island by granting Portugal the Dutch enclave of Maukatar and 
other disputed territory, and in the southwestern part of the island 
the Portuguese enclave of Noemuti to the Netherlands. On the 
other hand, during the negotiations of 1902 the Netherlands re- 
nounced raising the greater question of whether Oikussi Ambenu 
was, as the treaty of 1859 indicated it, an enclave rightfully re- 
verting to them. This agreement was reached under the condition, 
expressly accepted by Portugal, of adopting for the eastern frontier 
of the kingdom of Oikussi (Ambenu) line A-C claimed by the 
Netherlands during the negotiations of 1902. This line A-C was 
established by the treaty of 1904. (See map annexes I and II.) 

4. Point C of this line is not disputed; it is located on the north 
coast of the Island of Timor, at the embouchure of the Noél Meto 
into the sea, the course of which river was substituted in 1902-1904 
for the course of the Noél Boll Bass river, located farther east 
and claimed by Portugal. 

The course of the Noél Meto, of which the thalweg was to serve 
as the frontier as far as the source, was recognized, is not disputed, 
and a mete was set contradictorily at its source. 

5. Point A at the southern end of the line agreed on in 1904, is 
the point where the boundary work was interrupted in 1899. This 
has not been disputed seriously by Portugal, who twice in the first 
Case uses the words: “It can not be denied that the line starts 
from point A, to which the procés-verbaux of the negotiations refer 
(p. 10). . . . It is not disputed that the frontier concerned 
does not start from the point where the surveyors of 1899 were 
hindered from going any farther” (p. 15). To dispute the location 
of point A would again put in question the boundary of the lower 
course of the Noél Bilomi down-stream from that point; now, that 
part of the frontier was settled definitely by No. 9 of Article 3 of 
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the treaty of 1904; moreover, point A was marked contradictorily 
on the official maps of 1899 and 1904 (see annexes III and IV). 

6. Starting from point A the negotiators of 1902-1904 found 
themselves confronted with two proposals. One, the Portuguese 
proposal, consisted in ascending the Noél Bilomi river as a frontier 
in an easterly direction as far as Nunkalai, then directing the fron- 
tier to the north, through Humusu, finally striking the source of 
the Noel Boll Bass spilling into the sea east of the Noél Meto (line 
B-D). The other, the Dutch proposal, said A-C line, consisted in 
striking north from point A as far as the sources of the Noél Meto. 
The negotiators clearly and categorically repudiated the first Portu- 
guese survey to accept the second line A-C claimed by the Nether- 
lands; on the map annexed to the treaty of 1904 they granted to 
the Netherlands both banks of the Noél Meto upstream from point 
A, at which the boundary runners had stopped their work in 1899 
(see maps III and IV). 

7. The descriptions of this line A-C in the treaty of 1904, Article 
3, No. 10, the maps contradictorily sketched in 1899, and on which 
the negotiators of 1902 deliberated, and finally the official map 
annexed to the treaty of 1904, mention an affluent at point A as 
properly forming a boundary in a northerly direction, to which 
all parties gave the name of Oé-Sunan from 1899 to 1909. To-day 
all parties agree this affluent really bears the name of Kabun or 
Léos. Another river subsequently discovered about six kilometers 
farther east bears the name of Oe Sunan according to the Portu- 
guese, and rises north of Kinapua, a mountain situate very near the 
north bank of the Bilomi. The existence of this Oé¢ Sunan stream 
is contested by the Netherlands, in their second Case, following two 
recent reconnaissances: this alleged Oé-Sunan really would be called 
Poeamesse or Noel Polan. 

In the mind of the arbitrator it is impossible that this other Oé 
Sunan river, if it exist, could have been the one the negotiators 
of 1899 and of 1902—1904 had in view, for 

(a) It is not an affluent of the Noél Bilomi; 

(b) The frontier proposed by Portugal at this period and 
mapped by common agreement in 1902-1904 was, starting from 
point A and proceeding easterly, to pass through Nunkalai then 
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through Kinapua; now Nunkalai is situated many kilometers west 
of Mount Kinapua and west of the source of this new river called 
Oé Sunan by the Portuguese ; 

(c) Both banks of the Noél Bilomi upstream to the east of point 
A having been granted to the Netherlands in 1904, the affluent that 
is to serve as a frontier in a northerly direction cannot be sought 
upstream and east of point A. 

General principles for the interpretation of conventions demand 
that account be taken “of the real and mutual intention of the par- 
ties without pausing on inexact expressions or terms which possibly 
they have used erroneously.” It is true that the parties erred in 
giving the name Oé Sunan to the affluent coming to point A from 
the north, but this is the only affluent (then erroneously called Oé 
Sunan) which, in the harmonious thinking of the parties, was neces- 
sarily the point at which the frontier ought to leave the Noel Bilomi 
to proceed north,—and not any other river to which the Portuguese 
give the name Oé Sunan and which would be located six kilo- 
meters farther east. In other words, the thalweg of the river to-day 
called Kabun or Léos is what ought to serve as the frontier from 
point A north. : 

8. Starting south from the source of this Kabun or Léos river 
(wrongly called Oé Sunan from 1899 to 1909) the frontier, ac- 
cording to the tenor of Article 3, No. 10, of the treaty of 1904, 
ought “to cross Nipani and Kelali (Keli) as much as possible” to 
reach the source of the Noél Meto to the north. 

The boundary proposed by the Portuguese would go completely 
around that region designated under the name of Nipani on the 
official map of 1904 and according to that map situated near the 
source of the Kabun or Léos; the frontier would be several kilo- 
meters distant from Nipani in an easterly direction. . Even if, as 
does a Portuguese map which has no character because being con- 
tradictorily acknowledged, one gives the name of Nipani to a re- 
gion located much more to the north, east of the sources of the 
Noel Meto, the frontier claimed by Portugal would not the more 
cross Nipani, but would go around it to the north. 

The treaty of 1904 prescribes the crossing of Nipani ‘“‘as much as 
possible.” The survey suggested by the Netherlands runs along 
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the western part of Nipani and is nearer to it than the survey pro- 
posed by Portugal. 

9. Portugal objects that the line due north and south between 
the sources of the Kabun and the Noél Meto rivers would parcel. 
the territory of the Ambenos, granting part to the Netherlands and 
part to Portugal; this parcelling would be contrary to the treaty 
of 1859. 

In the mind of the arbitrator, this objection is not established 
in the sense that already in 1859 a “part” of Ambeno was placed in- 
contestably under the sovereignty of the Netherlands. Besides, in 
the course of the negotiations from 1899 to 1904, contradictory 
declarations of the natives were produced, the Dutch Amakonos 
and Tumbabas claiming the disputed territory, and the Portuguese 
Ambenos claiming it from their side. Thus the alleged parcelling 
is not demonstrated. More, it was understood in the conferences 
of 1902, on the observation of the first Portuguese delegate himself, 
that there was no need to be extensively preoccupied with the pre- 
tensions of the tribes who frequently displaced each other and passed 
successively from the territory of one of the States to that of the 
other. The objection that the territories of even one tribe should 
not be parcelled could not be entertained by the arbitrator, for it 
would need to have been presented during the course of the negoti- 
ations from 1902-1904; at this time it is too late, because the treaty 
of 1904, Article 3, No. 10 (all that the arbitrator had to interpret), 
makes no mention of any intention of the parties never to divide 
native populations; on the contrary, that treaty ran the boundary 
line according to the conferences in the course of which it was un- 
derstood that considerations of that kind ought not to be prepon- 
derant. 

10. The summit line proposed by the Government of the Nether- 
lands between the source of the river Kabun (Léos) to the south, 
and the source of the Noél Meto to the north, is sufficiently natural 
to be surveyed on land without great practical difficulties. It offers 
the advantage that the water-courses uniformly descend from that 
summit line toward the territories placed wholly under Dutch sov- 
ereignty. The survey suggested by the Portuguese Government, 
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on the contrary, would attribute the upper and the lower part of 
these several streams to different sovereignties. 

11. In a general way, in fact, the demaiid of Portugal reproduces 
completely, for all the territory between the Noél Bilomi to the south 
and the Noél Meto to the north, the line that that State claimed in 
1902 and abandoned at the end of the conference of 1902 and in 
the treaty of 1904. If the present Portuguese claim were estab- 
lished, it would not be explained why the Netherlands in 1902 made 
a sine qua non condition of the rejection of this Portuguese de- 
mand. Conventions between States, like those between individuals, 
ought to be interpreted “rather in the sense in which they can have 
some effect than in the sense in which they can produce none.” The 
Dutch threat to break off the negotiations in 1902 would have meant 
nothing if the intention had been to grant Portugal precisely the 
territory claimed by the Netherlands as a condition for agreement. 

12. Finally, if we take the point of view of equity, which it is 
important not to lose sight of in international relations, the summit 
line proposed by the Netherlands is not contrary to equity, in the 
sense that Portugal will receive more territory than it had reason 
to hope for according to the theoretical line A-C, to which she con- 
sented in 1904, before the land could be explored. Line A-C is 
wholly inside the territory that will revert to Portugal; the Portu- 
guese Republic, in fact, will receive a better share than it ought to 
expect there (see map appended VII). If, on the contrary, the 
eastern survey suggested by the Portuguese Government were 
adopted, the Netherlands could rightfully allege that they were being 
deprived of almost all the territory which theoretically was granted 
to them in 1904 as compensation for abandoning the enclave of 
Maukatar in the center of the Island of Timor and in compensation 
for abandoning Dutch claims to the whole of the Ambeno enclave. 

Consequently, 

The arbitrator, considering the two treaties signed at Lisbon, 
April 20, 1859, and June 10, 1893, and the treaty signed at The 
Hague, October 1, 1904, between the Netherlands and Portugal for 
the boundary of their respective possessions in the Island of Timor; 

Considering the compromis of arbitration signed at The Hague, 
April 3, 1913, and notably Article 2 thus couched: ‘The arbitrator, 
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acting upon the data furnished by the parties, shall decide, on the 
basis of the treaties and the general principles of international law, 
conformably to Article 3, No. 10 of the convention concluded at 
The Hague, October 1, 1904, concerning the boundary of the Dutch 
and Portuguese possessions in the Island of Timor, how the boun- 
dary-line should be fixed, starting from the Noél Bilomi, up to the 
source of the Noel Meto”; 

Considering the diplomatic notes designating the undersigned as 
arbitrator through the application of Article 1 of the compromis; 

Considering the first and second Cases deposited in due time by 
each of the high contracting Parties, as well as the maps and docu- 
ments annexed to the said Cases; 

Considering the statements of fact and of law formulated above 
under Nos. I to VII; 

Considering the convention signed at The Hague, October 18, 
1907, for the pacific settlement of international disputes; makes the 
following 

AWARD 


Article 3, No. 10, of the convention concluded at The Hague, 
October 1, 1904, concerning the boundary of Dutch and Portuguese 
possessions in the Island of Timor, ought to be interpreted conform- 
ably with the conclusions of the Royal Government of the Nether- 
lands for the boundary, starting from the Noél Bilomi, up to the 
source of the Noél Meto; consequently, it will proceed to the survey 
of that part of the frontier on the basis of the map scaled at 1/50,000 
annexed under No. IV of the first Case deposited with the arbi- 
trator by the Dutch Government. A reproduction of this map signed 
by the arbitrator is appended as annex VII to the present award of 
which it shall be an integral part. 

Expenses, fixed at 2,000 francs, have been deducted from the 
sum of 4,000 francs consigned to the hands of the arbitrator in exe- 
cution of Article 8 of the compromis of April 3, 1913; the remain- 
der, or 2,000 francs, shall be remitted in equal shares to the two 
parties, and receipted, at the moment of the notification of the 
award. 
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Done in three originals, of which one shall be deposited and re- 
ceipt therefor taken by the secretary general of the International 
Bureau of the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague, with 
his Excellency the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Netherlands 
as notification to the Royal Government of the Netherlands, and 
of which the second shall be deposited on the same day and in the 
same form with his Excellency the Envoy Extraordinary and Min- 
ister Plenipotentiary of the Portuguese Republic near Her Majesty 
the Queen of the Netherlands, as notification to the Government of 
the Portuguese Republic. The third original shall be deposited in 
the archives of the International Bureau of the Permanent Court 
of Arbitration. 

Paris, June 25, 1914. LarRDY 
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AGREEMENT FOR ARBITRATION 


Compromis for the settling of differences in the interpretation of the 
treaty of October 1, 1904, relative to the boundary in the Island of 
Timor.—Signed at The Hague, April 3, 1913.1 
Her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands and the President of 

the Republic of Portugal, considering that the execution of the con- 

vention concluded between the Netherlands and Portugal at The 

Hague, October 1, 1904,? regarding the delimitation of the Dutch and 

Portuguese possessions in the Island of Timor, has led to a dispute 

concerning the surveying of that part of the boundary referred to 

under Article 3, No. 10, of the said convention; 

Desiring to settle this dispute in a friendly manner; 

In view of Articie 14 of the said convention and of Article 38 of 
the convention for the pacific settlement of international disputes, con- 
cluded at The Hague, October 18, 1907; 

Have designated as their plenipotentiaries, to wit: 


Who, duly authorized to that end, have agreed upon the following 
articles : 
ARTICLE 1 


The Government of Her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands and 
the Government of the Portuguese Republic agree to submit the afore- 
mentioned dispute to a sole arbitrator to be chosen from the member- 
ship of the Permanent Court of Arbitration. 

If the two Governments should not agree upon the selection of the 
said arbitrator, they shall request the President of the Swiss Confed- 
eration to designate him. 

ARTICLE 2 


The arbitrator, acting upon the data furnished by the parties, shall 
decide on the basis of the treaties and the general principles of inter- 
national law, conformably to Article 3, No. 10, of the convention con- 
cluded at The Hague, October 1, 1904, concerning the boundary of 
the Dutch and Portuguese possessions in the Island of Timor, how 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 596. 
2Post, p. 396. 
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the boundary-line should be fixed starting from the Noél Bilomi, up 
to the source of the Noel Meto. 


ARTICLE 3 


Through the intermediary of the International Bureau of the Per- 
manent Court of Arbitration, each of the parties shall transmit to the 
arbitrator, within three months after the exchange of the ratifications 
of the present convention, a memoir containing an exposition of its 
rights and the documents in support thereof, and shall immediately 
forward a certified copy thereof to the other party. 

Upon the expiration of the period herein stated, each of the parties 
shall be entitled to another period of three months to transmit, if it 
deems it expedient, to the arbitrator, through the intermediary herein- 
before indicated, a second memoir of which it transmit a certified copy 
to the other party. 

The arbitrator is authorized to grant to each of the parties so desir- 
ing, a prorogation of two months regarding the periods mentioned in 
this article. He shall give notification of each prorogation to the 
adverse party.* 

ARTICLE 4 


After the exchange of these memoirs, no communication, either writ- 
ten or verbal shall be made to the arbitrator, unless the latter requests 
of one or both of the parties additional information in writing. 

The party furnishing such information shall immediately forward a 
certified copy thereof to the other party, and the latter may, in its 
discretion, within a period of two months after the receipt of the said 
copy, communicate in writing to the arbitrator, such observations as 
may be necessary. A certified copy of these observations shall also be 
communicated immediately to the adverse party. 


ARTICLE 5 
The arbitrator shall render his decision in a place to be designated 
by him. 
ARTICLE 6 


The arbitrator shall use the French language both in rendering his 
decision and in the communications that he may have occasion to 


1A prorogation of two months was granted to the parties by the er bitrator 
for the transmittal of their second memoirs. 
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address to the parties in the course of the procedure. Memoirs and 
other communications coming from the parties themselves shall be 
written in the same language. 


ARTICLE 7 


The arbitrator shall decide all questions that might arise with regard 
to procedure during the course of the litigation. 


ARTICLE 8 


{mmediately after the ratifications of the present convention, each 
of the parties shall deposit with the arbitrator, in advance, the sum of 
2,000 francs to cover the expenses of the procedure. 


ARTICLE 9 


The decision shall be communicated in writing by tue arbitrator to 
the parties. 

It shall state the reasons upon which it is based. 

In his decision, the arbitrator shall state the amount of the expenses 
of the procedure. Each party shall bear its own personal expenses 
and one-half each the said expenses of procedure. 


ARTICLE 10 


The parties obligate themselves to accept as final the decision ren- 
dered by the arbitrator in accordance with the provisions of the pres- 
ent convention and to abide by it without any reservation whatever. 

The dispute concerning the execution of the decision shall be re- 
ferred to the arbitrator. 


ARTICLE 11 


The present convention shall be ratified and shall become binding 
immediately after the exchange of ratifications, which shall take place 
at The Hague as soon as possible. 

In faith of which, the respective plenipotentiaries have signed the 
present convention and have affixed their seals thereto. 

Done in duplicate at The Hague, April 3, 1913. 

(L.S.) (Signed) R. pe MarEES vAN SWINDEREN 
(L.S.) (Signed) Antonio Maria BARTHOLOMEU FERREIRA 
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ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Agreement between the Netherlands and Portugal relative to the 
boundary of their possessions m the archipelago of Timor and 
Solor.—Signed at Lisbon, April 20, 1859. 

His Majesty the King of the Netherlands, His Majesty the King of 
Portugal and the Algarves, believing it to be necessary finally to settle 
the existing incertitudes regarding the boundaries of Dutch and Por- 
tuguese possessions in the archipelago of Timor and Solor, and desir- 
ing to prevent forever any misunderstanding that might arise because 
of ill-defined boundaries and too numerous enclaves, have with that 
end in view, conferred their full power, to wit: 


Who, after having communicated to each other the said full powers, 
found in good and due form, have agreed to conclude a treaty of de- 
markation and exchange, containing the following articles: 


ARTICLE 1 


The boundaries between the Dutch and Portuguese possessions in 
the Island of Timor shall be on the north, the frontiers separating 
Cova from Juanilo; and on the south, those that separate Sua from 
Lakecune. 

Between these two points, the boundaries of the two possessions 
shall be the same as those between the contiguous Dutch and Portu- 
guese States. 

These States are as follows: 


Contiguous States under the Contiguous States under the 
Sovereignty of the Netherlands Sovereignty of Portugal 
Juanilo Cova 
Silawang Balibo 
Fialarang (Fialara) Lamakitu . 
Lamaksanulu Tafakaij ou Takaij 
Lamakanée Tatumea 
Naitimu (Nartimu) Lanken 
Manden Dacolo 
Dirma Tamiru Eulalang (Eulaleng) 
Lakecune Suai 
ARTICLE 2 


The Netherlands recognizes the sovereignty of Portugal over all 
the States to the east of the boundaries thus defined, excepting the 


1Translation. For the orginal French text, see Appendix, p. 599. 
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Dutch State of Maucatar or Caluninéme (Coluninéne), which extends 
into the Portuguese States of Lamakitu, Tanterine, Follafaix (Folle- 
fait) and Suai. 

Portugal recognizes the sovereignty of the Netherlands over all the 
States west of these boundaries, excepting the extensional territory 
of Oikoussi, which remains Portuguese. 


ARTICLE 3 


The enclave of Oikoussi includes the State of Ambenu wherever 
the Portuguese flag flies, the State of Oikoussi itself and the State 
of Noimuti. 

The boundaries of this enclave are the frontiers between Ambenu 
and Amfoang to the west, of Insana and Reboki (Beboki) including 
Cicale on the east, and Sonnebait, including Amakono and Tunebaba 
(Timebaba) on the south. 


ARTICLE 4 


On the Island of Timor, Portugal recognizes therefore the sover- 
eignty of the Netherlands over the States of Amarassi, Bibico 
(Traijnico, Waijniko), Buboque (Reboki), Derima (Dirma), Fialara 
(Fialarang), Lamakanée, Nira (Lidak), Juanilo, Mena and Fulgarite 
or Folgarita (dependencies of the State of Harnenno). 


ARTICLE 5 


The Netherlands yields to Portugal the kingdom of Moubara (Mau- 
bara) and that portion of Ambenu (Sutrana) which, for several years 
past, has flown the Portuguese flag. 

Immediately after the exchange of ratifications of this treaty by 
Their Majesties the King of the Netherlands and the King of Por- 
tugal shall have taken place, the Government of the Netherlands shail 
direct the superior authorities of the Dutch Indies to convey the 
kingdom of Moubara (Maubara) to the superior authorities of Timor 
Dilly. 


ARTICLE 6 


The Netherlands disclaims any pretension whatever over the Island 
of Kambing (Pulo Kambing), on the north of Dilly, and recognizes 
Portuguese sovereignty over this island. 
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ARTICLE 7 


Portugal yields to the Netherlands the following possessions: 

On the island of Flores, the States of Larantuca, Sicca, Paga, with 
their dependencies ; 

On the island of Adenara, the State of Wouré; 

On the island of Solor, the State of Pamangkaju. 

Portugal disclaims all pretensions it might possibly have entertained 
with regard to other States or localities situate on the above-named 
islands, or upon those of Lomblen, Pantar and Ombaij, whether these 
States fly the Dutch or Portuguese flag. 


ARTICLE 8 


By reason of the provisions of the preceding article, the Nether- 
lands obtains full and undivided possession of all islands situate on 
the north of Timor, to wit: those of Flores, Adenara, Solor, Lomblen, 
Pantar (Quantar) and Ombaij, together with the near islands belong- 
ing to the archipelago of Solor. 


ARTICLE 9 


And as compensation for what Portugal might lose by the exchange 
of the above-mentioned respective possessions, the Government of 
the Netherlands: 

1. Shall give to the Portuguese Government a complete quit-claim 
to the sum of 80,000 florins, borrowed in 1851 from the Government 
of the Dutch Indies by the Government of the Portuguese possessions 
in the archipelago of Timor; 

2. Shall deliver in addition to the Portuguese Government a sum of 
120,000 Netherland florins. 

This amount shall be payable one month after the exchange of rati- 
fications of the present treaty. 


ARTICLE 10 
The freedom of worship is mutually guaranteed to the inhabitants 
of the territories exchanged in virtue of the present treaty. 


ARTICLE 11 


The present treaty, which in conformity with the rules prescribed 
by the fundamental laws in force in the kingdoms of the Netherlands 
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and Portugal, shall be submitted to the legislative powers for ratifica- 
tion, and the ratifications shall be exchanged at Lisbon, within a period 
of eight months from the date of its signature, or sooner if possible. 
In faith of which the respective plenipotentiaries have signed the 
present treaty and affixed thereto the seal of their arms. 
Done at Lisbon, April 20, 1859. 
(L.S.) (Signed) A. M. pE Fontes Pererra DE MELLO 
(L.S.) (Signed) M. HetpEwieEr 


Convention between the Netherlands and Portugal relative to com- 
merce, navigation, boundaries, and mutual rights of preémption as 
regards their respective possessions in the Timor and Solor archi- 
pelago.—Signed at Lisbon, June 10, 1893. 

Her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands and in her name Her 

Majesty the Queen Regent of the Kingdom and 
His Majesty the King of Portugal and the Algarves, realizing the 

community of interests existing between their possessions in the archi- 

pelago of Timor and Solor and desiring by mutual good-will to deter- 
mine the conditions most favorable for the advancement of civiliza- 

tion and commerce in their possessions, have resolved to conclude a 

special convention and to that end have designated their plenipoten- 

tiaries, to wit: 


Who, after having communicated to each other their respective full 
powers, found in good and due form, have agreed upon the following 
articles : 

ARTICLE 1 


In order to facilitate the exercise of their rights of sovereignty, the 
high contracting parties, believe it to be necessary to establish in the 
clearest and most exact manner the boundary of their possessions on 
the island of Timor and to abolish the enclaves existing at the present 


time. 
ARTICLE 2 


The high contracting Parties shall appoint to that end a commission 
of experts whose duty it shall be to formulate a proposition which 
may serve as a basis for the conclusion of a subsequent convention 
determining the new boundary lines in the said island. 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 601. 
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This convention shall be submitted to the approbation of the legisla- 
tures of the two countries. 


ARTICLE 3 


Within the Island of Timor there shall be granted to fishing vessels 
belonging to the subjects of each of the high contracting Parties, as 
well as to their crews, the same protection on the part of the respective 
authorities as that enjoyed by their respective subjects. 

The commerce, industry and navigation of the two countries shall 
enjoy there the treatment of the most favored foreign nation, excepting 
the special treatment respectively accorded by the high contracting 
Parties to the indigenous States. 


ARTICLE 4 


The high contracting Parties decide that the importation and ex- 
portation of firearms or parts thereof, or cartridges, capsules or other 
ammunition intended for them, are prohibited within their possessions 
in the archipelago of Timor and Solor. 

Independent of measures directly adopted by the Governments for 
the arming of their public force and the organization of their de- 
fense, individual exceptions may be made with regard to their Euro- 
pean subjects, sufficient guarantee being given that the particular 
weapons and ammunition that might be furnished them shall not pass 
into the hands of or be sold to third parties, and in case of foreign 
travelers, the latter shall be provided with a declaration of their 
Government stating that the weapon and the ammunition are exclu- 
sively intended for their personal defense. 


ARTICLE 5 


The superior authorities of the Dutch party and of the Portuguese 
party in the Island of Timor shall nevertheless be authorized to deter- 
mine annually by mutual agreement the number and kind of unper- 
fected firearms and the amount of ammunition that may be received 
in the course of the same year, as well as the conditions under which 
such importations may be granted. 

Such importation, may, however, take place only through the inter- 
mediary of certain persons or agents residing in the island itself, who 
in respect to this matter shall have obtained special authorization from 
the respective superior administration. 
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In case such authorization is abused, it shall be withdrawn immedi- 
ately and may not be renewed. 


ARTICLE 6 


As a proof of its desire of establishing good neighborly relations, 
the Dutch Government hereby declares to relinquish its claim to in- 
demnification to which it believes itself entitled as a result of certain 
treatment to which Dutch-Indian fishermen were subjected from 
1889-1892 on the part of the Timor-Portuguese authorities. 


ARTICLE 7 


In case difficulties should arise with regard to their intercolonial 
relations in the archipelago of Timor and Solor or with regard to the 
interpretation of the present convention, the high contracting Parties 
agree to submit such difficulties to the decision of an arbitral com- 
mission. 

This commission shall be composed of an equal number of arbitra- 
tors chosen by the high contracting Parties and of an arbitrator desig- 
nated by these arbitrators. 


ARTICLE 8 


The present convention shall be ratified and the ratifications ex- 
changed at Lisbon. 
In faith of which, the plenipotentiaries have signed the same and 
affixed their seals thereto. 
Done in duplicate at Lisbon, June 10, 1893. 
(L.S.) (Signed) Care, vAN HEECKEREN 
(L.S.) (Signed) Ernesto RopoLpHo HINTZE RIBEIRO 


Declaration Signed at Lisbon, July 1, 1893, regarding Cession of 
Territory? 
The undersigned plenipotentiaries of the Governments of the sig- 
natories of the convention of June 10, 1893,’ have agreed upon the 


following declaration: 
In order to insure the result of their common action tending espe- 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 603. 
2Ante, p. 393. 
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cially to encourage the commerce and industry of their nationals by 
guarantees of security and stability, the high contracting Parties de- 
clare that in case of cession in part or in whole of their territories or 
of their rights of sovereignty in the archipelago of Timor and Solor, 
they mutually recognize the right of preference regarding terms sim- 
ilar or equivalent to those which shall have been offered. Cases of 
disagreement as to these terms are likewise subject to the application 
of Article 7 of the aforesaid convention. 

The present declaration which shall be ratified at the same time as 
the convention concluded at Lisbon, June 10, 1893, shall be regarded 
as an integral part of the said convention, and shall have the same 
force and value. 

In faith of which the respective plenipotentiaries have signed the 
present declaration and affixed their seals thereto. 

Done in duplicate at Lisbon, July 1, 1893. 

(L.S.) (Signed) Care, vAN HEECKEREN 
(L.S.) (Signed) Ernesto RopotpHo RIBEIRO 


Convention between the Governments of the Netherlands and Por- 
tugal for the settlement of the boundary between their possessions 
in the Island of Timor.—Signed at The Hague, October 1, 1904. 
Her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands and His Majesty the 

King of Portugal and the Algarves, etc., etc. 

Recognizing the community of interests existing between their pos- 
sessions in the archipelago of Timor and of Solor, and desiring to de- 
fine a clear and exact boundary of these possessions in the Island of 
Timor, after having informed themselves of the result of the labors 
of the mixed commission appointed for the regularization of the 
Dutch and Portuguese frontiers in the Island of Timor, established 
by the respective Governments in virtue of Article 2 of the convention 
concluded between the high contracting Parties at Lisbon, June 10, 
1893,? have resolved to conclude a convention to that effect and have 
designated as their plenipotentiaries: 


Who, after having communicated to each other their full powers, 
found in good and due form, have agreed upon the following: 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 604. 
2Ante, p. 393. 
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ARTICLE 1 


The Netherlands conveys Maucatar to Portugal. 


ARTICLE 2 


Portugal conveys Noimuti, Tahakay and Tamiru Ailala to the 
Netherlands. 


ARTICLE 3 


The boundary between Ambenu-Oikussi, belonging to Portugal, and 
the Dutch possessions in the Island of Timor is formed by a line: 

1. Starting from the mouth of the (river) Noél Besi whence the 
highest point on the (island) Pulu-Batek is seen under an astronom- 
ical azimuth of 30, 47” northwest, following the thalweg of the Noel 
Besi, that of the Noél Niema and that of the Bidjael Sunan to its 
source ; 

2. Ascending from this point to the summit of the Bidjael Sunan, 
and descending down the thalweg of the Noél Miu Mavo to the point 
situate on the southwest of the village Oben; 

3. From thence passing on the west of this village along the sum- 
mits Banat and Kita to the summit Nivo Nun Po; from thence fol- 
lowing the thalweg of the rivers Nono Boni and Noel Pasab to its 
affluent the Nono Susu, and ascending the Nono Susu to its source; 

4. Passing the Klus (Crus) to the point where the frontier between 
Abani and Nai Bobbo crosses the river Fatu Basin, from thence to 
the point called Subina; 

5. Descending thence by the thalweg of the Fatu Basin to the Ke 
An; thence to the Nai Nao; 

6. Crossing the Nai Nao and descending into Tut Nonie, along the 
thalweg of the Tut Nonie to the Noel Ekan; 

7. Following the thalweg of the Noel Ekan to the affluent the 
Sonau; along the thalweg of this affluent to its source, and thence to 
the river Nivo Nono; 

8. Ascending along the thalweg of this river to its source, and pass- 
ing the point called Ohoé Baki, ending at the source of the Nono 
Balena; 

9. Following the thalweg of this river, the thalweg of the Nono Nisé 
and that of the Noél Bilomi to the affluent of the latter, the Oé Sunan; 

10. From this point, the boundary follows the thalweg of the Oé 
Sunan, crosses as much as possible Nipani and Kelali (Keli) and, 
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extending to the source of the Noél Meto, it follows the thalweg of 
the latter river even to its mouth. 


ARTICLE 4 


That part of the boundary between Ambenu-Oikussi and the Dutch 
possessions defined under Article 3, No. 10, shall be surveyed and de- . 
markated on the ground as soon as possible. 

The survey of the said part of the boundary and its demarkation on 
the land shall be attested by a procés-verbal accompanied by a map 
to be traced in duplicate which shall be submitted for the approval of 
the high contracting Parties; after their approval, the said documents 
shall be signed in the name of the respective Governments. 

Only after the said documents have been signed, the high contracting 
Parties shall acquire sovereignty over the regions mentioned under 
Articles 1 and 2. 

ARTICLE 5 


The boundary between the Dutch possessions in the western part 
and of the Portuguese possessions in the eastern part of the Island 
of Timor shall from the north to the south follow a line: 

1. Starting from the mouth of the Mota Biku (Silaba) along the 
thalweg of this river to its affluent the We Bedain, along the thalweg 
of the We Bedain, to the Mota Asudaat (Assudat), along the thal- 
weg of this river to its source, and following thence in the direction 
north to south the hills of the Kleek Teruin (Klin Teruin) and of 
the Berénis (Birénis) Kakotun; 

2. Thence to the river Muda Sorun, following the thalweg of this 
river and that of the Tuah Naruk even to the river Telau (Talau) ; 

3. Following the thalweg of the Telau to the river Malibaka along 
the thalweg of this river, the thalweg of the Mautilu and that of the 
Pepies to the mountain Bulu Hulu (Bulu Bulu) ; 

4. From there to Karawa Kotun, from the latter along the thalweg 
of the river Tafara along the thalweg of this river to its source called 
Mota Tiborok (Tibor), and ascending from there to the summit Dato 
Miet and descending to the Mota Alun; 

5. Along the thalweg of the Mota Alun, along the thalweg of the 
Mota Sukaér (Sukar), and that of the Mota Baukama even to the 
affluent of the latter called Kalan-Féhan; 

6. Passing across the mountains Tahi Fehu, Fatu Suta, Fatu Rusa, 
passing the large tree called Halifea and the summit Uas Lulik, then 
crossing the river We Merak where the latter receives its affluent 
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the We Nu, thence crossing the large boulder called Fatu Rokon and 
the summits Fitun Monu, Debu Kasabauk, Ainin Matan and Lak Fuin; 

7. From Lak Fuin to the point where the Hali Sobuk connects with 
the Mota Haliboi and along the thalweg of this river to its source; 

8. From this source even to that of the Mota Bebulu, along the thal- 
weg of this river to the We Diek, ascending to the summits Ai Kakar 
and Takis, descending into the Mota Masin and following the thalweg 
of the Mota Masin and of its mouth called Mota Talas. 


ARTICLE 6 


With the exception of the provisions of Article 4, the boundaries 
defined under Articles 3 and 5 are traced on the maps annexed to the 
present convention and signed by the respective plenipotentiaries. 


ARTICLE 7 


The territories respectively conveyed shall be vacated and the de- 
markation thereon entrusted to competent authorities within six 
months after the approval of the procés-verbal referred to under 
Article 4. 

ARTICLE 8 


The archives, maps and other documents relating to the territories 
transferred shall be transmitted to the new authorities at the same 
time as the territories themselves. 


ARTICLE 9 


Navigation upon the rivers forming the boundaries shall be free to 
the subjects of the two high contracting Parties, except for the trans- 
portation of firearms and ammunition. 


ARTICLE 10 


When the territory shall have been transferred, stone posts indi- 
cating the year of the present convention, of a form and dimensions 
proper to the object that they are intended to fulfil, shall with due 
solemnity be set at a proper place on the bank near the mouth of the 
rivers hereinafter named. The Dutch posts shall be set on the west- 
ern banks of the Mota Biku and the Mota Masin, and the Portuguese 
posts upon the eastern banks of the said rivers. Four stone posts 
shall be provided by the Dutch Government at the expense of the two 
Governments and the Dutch Government shall place a vessel of the 
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royal navy at the disposal of the respective authorities for the solemn 
transfer of the territories conveyed and for the setting of the posts 
Furthermore, where it is not formed by natural limits, the boundary 
shall by mutual agreement be demarkated on the ground by the local 
authorities. 
ARTICLE 11 


With the exception of the provisions of Article 4, a procés-verbal 
shall be drawn up in the French language recording the transfer of 
the territories and the setting of the posts. 

The procés-verbal shall be drawn up in duplicate and signed by the 
respective authorities of the two countries. 


ARTICLE 12 


Freedom of worship is mutually guaranteed to the inhabitants of 
the territories exchanged by the present convention. 


ARTICLE 13 


The high contracting Parties mutually recognize, in case of cession 
in part or in whole of their territories or of their rights of sovereignty 
in the archipelago of Timor and Solor, the right of preference regard- 
ing terms similar or equivalent to those which shall have been offered. 


ARTICLE 14 


All disputes regarding the interpretation or the execution of the 
present convention, if they can not be settled in a friendly manner, shali 
be referred to the Permanent Court of Arbitration in conformity with 
the provisions set forth in Chapter II of the international Convention 
of July 29, 1899, for the pacific settlement of international disputes. 


ARTICLE 15 


The present convention shall be ratified and the ratifications thereof 
exchanged as soon as possible after the approbation by the legislatures 
of the two countries. 

In faith of which the respective plenipotentiaries have signed the 
present convention and affixed their seals thereto. 

Done in duplicate at The Hague, October 1, 1904 

(L.S.) (Signed) Bn Metvit pe LynpENn 
(L.S.) (Signed) IpENBURG 
(L.S.) (Signed) ConpE pE SELIR 


REPORTS 


OF THE 


HAGUE COMMISSIONS OF INQUIRY 


THE NORTH SEA or DOGGER BANK CASE! 


between 
GREAT BRITAIN and RUSSIA 
Findings Reported February 26, 1905 


Syllabus 

In October, 1904, during the Russo-Japanese war, the Admiral of 
the Russian Baltic fleet, then coaling off the coast of Norway, re- 
ceived rumors from several sources of the presence of Japanese tor- 
pedo boats in the vicinity, and on this account the fleet set sail for the 
Far East twenty-four hours ahead of schedule. As the last division 
of the fleet, in immediate charge of the Admiral, was passing through 
the North Sea in the early hours of the morning of October 9, 1904, 
it came upon what afterwards proved to be an English fishing fleet 
from Hull, England. The Russians, under a misapprehension that 
the English vessels were the Japanese torpedo boats, opened fire, with 
the result that one fishing boat was sunk and others damaged, while 
two fishermen were killed and six injured. 

In order to prevent serious results from this incident, France sug- 
gested resort to an international commission of inquiry, as provided 
for in the convention for the pacific settlement of international dis- 
putes, adopted by the Hague Conference of 1899. The suggestion was 
accepted by Great Britain and Russia, and an agreement was signed 
on November 25, 1904,? which invested a commission composed of 
admirals from the British, Russian, United States, French and Aus- 
trian navies with authority to find the facts in dispute and to fix re- 
sponsibility. The commission held sessions at Paris from December 
22, 1904, to February 26, 1905, on which date its report was rendered. 

The conclusion reached was that there were no torpedo boats either 
among the trawlers or anywhere near and that the opening of fire by 
the Russian Admiral was not justified. His action under the circum- 
stances was not, however, such as to cast discredit upon his military 
abilities or humanity or that of the personnel of his squadron. Russia 
accepted the decision and paid damages to the extent of about $300,000. 


1This case is also known as “The Hull Incident.” Co 
2Post, p. 410. 
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REPORT OF THE COMMISSION 


Report of the commissioners, drawn up in accordance with Article 
6 of the declaration of St. Petersburg of November 12/25, 
1904.—Paris, February 26, 1905.* 

1. The commissioners, after a minute and prolonged examina- 
tion of the whole of the facts brought to their knowledge in regard 
to the incident submitted to them for inquiry by the declaration of 
St. Petersburg of the 12th (25th) November, 1904,’ have proceeded 
to make, in this report, an analysis of these facts in their logical 
sequence. 

By making known the prevailing opinion of the commission on 
each important or decisive point of this summary, they consider that 
they have made sufficiently clear the causes and the consequences 
of the incident in question, as well as the deductions which are to 
be drawn from them with regard to the question of responsibility. 

2. The second Russian squadron of the Pacific fleet, under the 
command-in-chief of Vice-Admiral Aide-de-camp General Rojdest- 
vensky, anchored on the 7th (20th) October, 1904, off Cape Skagen, 
with the purpose of coaling before continuing its voyage to the 
Far East. 

It appears, from the depositions made, that, from the time of 
the departure of the squadron from the roadstead of Réval, Ad- 
miral Rojdestvensky had had the vessels under his charge take 
minute precautions in order to be fully prepared for a night attack 
by torpedo boats, either at sea or at anchor. 

These precautions seemed to be justified by the numerous reports 
of the agents of the Imperial Government regarding possible hostile 
attacks, which in all likelihood would take the form of torpedo 
boat attacks. a4 

Moreover, during his stay at Skagen, Admiral Rojdestvensky had 
been warned of the presence of suspect vessels on the coast of Nor- 
way. He had learned, also, from the commander of the transport 
Bakan coming from the north, that he had seen on the previous 
night four torpedo boats, carrying a single light only, and that 
at the masthead. 


1American Journal of International Law, vol. 2, p. 931. For the original 
French text, see Appendix, p. 609. 
2Post, p. 410. 
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This news made the Admiral decide to start twenty-four hours 
earlier. 

3. Consequently, each of the six distinct divisions of the fleet 
got under way, separately and in turn, and reached the North Sea 
independently, in the order indicated in Admiral Rojdestvensky’s 
report; that flag-officer commanding in person the last division, 
formed by the four new battleships Prince Souvoroff, Emperor 
Alexander III, Borodino, Orel, and the transport Anadyr. 

This division left Skagen on the 7th (20th) October at 10 o’clock 
in the evening. 

A speed of twelve knots was ordered for the first two divisions, 
and of ten knots for the following divisions. 

4. Between 1:30 and 4:15 on the afternoon of the next day, the 
8th (2ist) October, all the divisions of the squadron passed in turn 
the English steamer Zero, whose captain examined the different 
units so attentively that they could be recognized from his descrip- 
tion of them. 

The results of his observations are, moreover, in general agree- 
ment with the statements in Admiral Rojdestvensky’s report. 

5. The last vessel to pass the Zero was, according to his descrip- 
tion of her, the Kamchatka. 

This transport, which originally was in a division with the Dmitri 
Donskoi and the Aurora, was, therefore, left behind and isolated 
about ten miles to the rear of the squadron. She had been obliged 
to slaken speed in consequence of damage to her engines. 

This accidental delay was, perhaps, incidentally the cause of the 
events which followed. 

6. Toward 8 o’clock in the evening this transport did, in fact, 
meet the Swedish vessel Aldebaran and other unknown vessels and 
open fire on them, doubtless in consequence of the anxiety due to 
the circumstances of her momentary isolation, her damaged engines, 
and her poor fighting ability. 

However this may be, the commander of the Kamchatka, at 8:45 
o’clock, sent a message by wireless telegraphy to his commander-in- 
chief regarding this encounter, stating that he was “attacked on 
all sides by torpedo boats.” 

7. In order to understand the effect which this news had on 
Admiral Rojdestvensky’s subsequent decisions, it must be remem- 
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bered that, in his opinion, the attacking torpedo boats, of whose 
presence fifty miles to the rear of the division which he commanded, 
he was thus, rightly or wrongly, informed, might overtake and at- 
tack him about 1 o’clock in the morning. 

This information led Admiral Rojdestvensky to signal to his 
ships about 10 o’clock in the evening to redouble their vigilance 
and look out for an attack by torpedo boats. 

8. On board the Souvoroff the admiral deemed it essential that 
one of the two superior officers of his staff should be on watch on 
the captain’s bridge during the night in order to observe, in his 
place, the progress of the squadron and to warn him at once if any 
incident occurred. 

On board all the ships, moreover, the Admiral’s standing orders 
to the officer of the watch were to open fire in case of an evident 
and imminent attack by torpedo boats. 

If the attack were from the front he should open fire on his own 
initiative, and, in the contrary case, which would be much less 
pressing, he should refer to his commanding officer. 

With regard to these orders, the majority of the commissioners 
consider that they were in no way excessive in time of war, and 
particularly in the circumstances, which Admiral Rojdestvensky 
had every reason to consider very alarming, seeing that it was im- 
possible for him to verify the accuracy of the warnings that he had 
received from the agents of his Government. 

9. Toward 1 o’clock in the morning of the 9th (22d) October, 
1904, the night was rather dark, a slight, low fog partly clouding 
the air. The moon only showed intermittently between the clouds. 
A moderate wind blew from the southeast, raising a long swell, 
which gave the ships a roll of 5° on each side. 

The course followed by the squadron toward the southwest would 
have taken the last two divisions, as the event proved, close past 
the usual fishing ground’ of the fleet of Hull trawlers, which was 
composed of some thirty of these small steamboats, and was spread 
over an area of several miles. 

It appears from the concordant testimony of the British witnesses 
that all these boats carried their proper lights, and were trawling 
in accordance with their usual rules, under the direction of their 


1Dogger Bank. 
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“admiral,” and in obedience to the signals given by the conventional 
rockets. 

10. Judging from the communications received by wireless tele- 
graphy, the divisions which preceded that of Admiral Rojdestven- 
sky across these waters had signaled nothing unusual. 

It became known afterward, in particular, that Admiral Folker- 
sam, having been led to pass round the fishing fleet on the north, 
threw his electric searchlight on the nearest trawlers at close quar- 
ters, and, having seen them to be harmless vessels, quietly continued 
his voyage. 

11. A short time afterwards the last division of the squadron, 
led by the Souvoroff flying Admiral Rojdestvensky’s flag, arrived 
in its turn close to the spot where the trawlers were fishing. 

The direction in which this division was sailing led it nearly 
toward the main body of the fleet of trawlers, round which and to 
the south of which it would therefore be obliged to sail, when the 
attention of the officers of the watch on the bridges of the Souvoro ff 
was attracted by a green rocket, which put them on their guard. 
This rocket, sent up by the “admiral” of the fishing fleet, indicated 
in reality, according to regulation, that the trawlers were to trawl 
on the starboard tack. 

Almost immediately after this first alarm, and as shown by the 
evidence, the lookout men, who, from the bridges of the Souvoroff, 
were scanning the horizon with their night giasses, discovered “on 
the crest of the waves on the starboard bow, at an approximate dis- 
tance of eighteen to twenty cables,” a vessel which aroused their 
suspicions because they saw no light, and because she appeared to be 
bearing down upon them. 

When the suspicious-looking vessel was shown up by the search- 
light, the lookout men thought they recognized a torpedo boat pro- 
ceeding at great speed. 

It was on account of these appearances that Admiral Rojdest- 
vensky ordered fire to be opened on this unknown vessel. 

The majority of the commissioners express the opinion, on this 
subject, that the responsibility for this action and the results of the 
fire to which the fishing fleet was exposed are to be attributed to 
Admiral Rojdestvensky. 

12. Almost immediately after fire was opened to starboard. the 
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Souvoroff caught sight of a little boat on her bow barring the way, 
and was obliged to turn sharply to the left to avoid running it 
down. This boat, however, on being lit up by the searchlight, was 
seen to be a trawler. 

To prevent the fire of the ships being directed against this harm- 
less vessel, the searchlight was immediately thrown up at an angle 
of 45°. 

The admiral then made the signal to the squadron “not to fire on 
the trawlers.” 

But at the same time that the searchlight had lit up this fishing 
vessel, according to the evidence of witnesses, the lookout men on 
board the Souvoroff perceived to port another vessel, which ap- 
peared suspicious from the fact of its presenting the same features 
as were presented by the object of their fire to starboard. 

Fire was immediately opened on this second object, and was, 
therefore, being kept up on both sides of the ship, the line of ships 
having resumed their original course by a correcting movement 
without changing speed. 

13. According to the standing orders of the fleet, the Admiral 
indicated the objects against which the fire should be directed by 
throwing his searchlight upon them; but as each vessel swept the 
horizon in every direction with her own searchlights to avoid being 
taken by surprise, it was difficult to prevent confusion. 

The fire, which lasted from ten to twelve minutes, caused great 
loss to the trawlers. Two men were killed and six others wounded ; 
the Crane sank; the Snipe, the Mino, the Moulmein, the Gull, and 
the Majestic were more or less damaged. 

On the other hand, the cruiser Aurora was hit by several shots. 

The majority of the commissioners observe that they have not 
sufficiently precise details to determine what was the object fired 
on by the vessels; but the commissioners recognize unanimously 
that the vessels of the fishing fleet did not commit any hostile act; 
and, the majority of the commissioners being of opinion that there 
were no torpedo boats either among the trawlers nor anywhere 
near, the opening of the fire by Admiral Rojdestvensky was not 
justifiable. 

The Russian commissioner, not considering himself justified in 
sharing this opinion, expresses the conviction that it was precisely 
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the suspicious-looking vessels approaching the squadron with hostile 
intent which provoked the fire. 

14. With reference to the real objectives of this nocturnal firing, 
the fact that the Aurora was hit by several 47-millimeter and 75- 
millimeter shells would lead to the supposition that this cruiser, and 
perhaps even some other Russian vessels, left behind on the route 
followed by the Souvoroff unknown to that vessel, might have pro- 
voked and been the object of the first few shots. 

This mistake might have been caused by the fact that this vessel, 
seen from astern, was apparently showing no light, and by a noc- 
turnal optical illusion which deceived the lookout on the flagship. 

On this head the commissioners find that they are without im- 
portant information which would enable them to determine the 
reasons why the fire on the port side was continued. 

According to their conjecture, certain distant trawlers might have 
been mistaken for the original objectives, and thus fired upon di- 
rectly. Others, on the contrary, might have been struck by a fire 
directed against more distant objectives. 

These considerations, moreover, are not in contradiction with 
the impressions formed by certain of the trawlers, who, finding that 
they were struck by projectiles and remained under the rays of the 
searchlights, might believe that they were the object of a direct fire. 

15. The time during which the firing lasted on the starboard side, 
even taking the point of view of the Russian version, seems to the 
majority of the commissioners to have been longer than was neces- 
sary. 

But that majority considers that, as has already been said, they 
have not before them sufficient data as to why the fire on the port 
side was continued. 

In any case, the commissioners take pleasure in recognizing, 
unanimously, that Admiral Rojdestvensky personally did everything 
he could, from beginning to end of the incident, to prevent trawlers, 
recognized as such, from being fired upon by the squadron. 

16. Finally, the Dmitri Donskoi having signaled her number, the 
Admiral decided to give the general signal for “‘cease firing.” The 
line of his ships then continued on their way, and disappeared to 
the southwest without having stopped. 

On this point the commissioners recognize, unanimously, that 
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after the circumstances which preceded the incident and those which 
produced it, there was, at the cessation of fire, sufficient uncer- 
tainty with regard to the danger to which the division of vessels 
was exposed to induce the Admiral to proceed on his way. 

Nevertheless, the majority of the commissioners regret that Ad- 
miral Rojdestvensky, in passing the Straits of Dover, did not take 
care to inform the authorities of the neighboring maritime Powers, 
that, as he had been led to open fire near a group of trawlers, these 
boats, of unknown nationality, stood in need of assistance. 

17. In concluding this report, the commissioners declare that 
their findings, which are therein formulated, are not, in their opin- 
ion, of a nature to cast any discredit upon the military qualities or 
the humanity of Admiral Rojdestvensky, or of the personnel of his 
squadron. 

SPAUN 

FourRNIER 

DouBASSOFF 

Lewis BEAUMONT 
CuHarLes Henry Davis 


AGREEMENT FOR INQUIRY 


Declaration between Great Britain and Russia, relating to the consti- 
tution of an international commission of inquiry on the subject of 
the North Sea incident —Signed at St. Petersburg, November 12/25, 
1904." 

His Britannic Majesty’s Government and the Imperial Russian Gov- 
ernment having agreed to entrust to an international commission of 
inquiry, assembled conformably to Articles 9 to 14 of the Hague Con- 
vention of the 29th (17th) July, 1899, for the pacific settlement of 
international disputes, the task of elucidating by means of an impartial 
and conscientious investigation the questions of fact connected with 
the incident which occurred during the night of the 21st-22d (8th-9th) 
October, 1904, in the North Sea (on which occasion the firing of the 
guns of the Russian fleet caused the loss of a boat and the death of 
two persons belonging to a British fishing fleet, as well as damages to 


1American Journal of International Law, vol. 2, p. 929. For the original 
French text, see Appendix, p. 614. 
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other boats of that fleet and injuries to the crews of some of those 
boats), the undersigned, being duly authorized thereto, have agreed 
upon the following provisions: 


ARTICLE 1 


The international commission of inquiry shall be composed of five 
members (commissioners), of whom two shall be officers of high rank 
in the British and Imperial Russian navies, respectively. The Govern- 
ments of France and of the United States of America shall each be re- 
quested to select one of their naval officers of high rank as a member 
of the commission. The fifth member shall be chosen by agreement 
between the four members above-mentioned. 

In the event of no agreement being arrived at between the four com- 
missioners as to the selection of the fifth member of the commission, 
His Imperial and Royal Majesty the Emperor of Austria, King of 
Hungary, shall be invited to select him. 

Each of the two high contracting parties shall likewise appoint a 
legal assessor to advise the commissioners, and an agent officially en- 
powered to take part in the labors of the commission. 


ARTICLE 2 


The commission shall inquire into and report on all the circum- 
stances relative to the North Sea incident, and particularly on the 
question as to where the responsibility lies and the degree of blame 
attaching to the subjects of the two high contracting Parties or to the 
subjects of other countries in the event of their responsibility being 
established by the inquiry. 

ARTICLE 3 


The commission shall settle the details of the procedure which it will 
follow for the purpose of accomplishing the task with which it has 
been entrusted. 

ARTICLE 4 


The two high contracting Parties undertake to supply the interna- 
tional commission of inquiry, to the greatest possible extent, with all 
the means and facilities necessary to enable it to thoroughly investi- 
gate and correctly estimate the matters in dispute. 


ARTICLE 5 


The commission shall assemble at Paris as soon as possible after 
the signature of this agreement. 
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ARTICLE 6 


The commission shall present its report to the two high contracting 
Parties signed by all the members of the commission. 


ARTICLE 7 


The commission shall arrive at all its decisions by a majority vote 
of the five commissioners. 
ARTICLE 8 


The two high contracting Parties undertake to bear, each on its 
part, the expenses of the inquiry made by it previously to the as- 
sembly of the commission. The expenses incurred by the international 
commission, after the date of its assembly, in organizing its staff and 
in conducting the investigations which it will have to make, shall be 
shared equally by the two Governments. 

In witness whereof the undersigned have signed the present declara- 
tion and have affixed their seals thereto. 

Done in duplicate at St. Petersburg, November 25 (12), 1904. 

(Signed) CHARLES HARDINGE 
(Signed) Count LAMSpDoRFF 


ADDITIONAL DOCUMENT 


Supplementary protocol to the Declaration between Great Britain and 
Russia relative to the constitution of an international commission 
of inquiry on the subject of the North Sea incident—Signed at 
St. Petersburg, November 12/25, 1904. 

The undersigned have met to-day in the building of the Imperial 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs to proceed to the signature of the declara- 
tion between the Government of His Britannic Majesty and the Im- 
perial Russian Government, concerning the institution of a commission 
of inquiry on the subject of the North Sea incident. 

After the reading of the respective instruments, found in good and 
due form, the signature of the said declaration took place in the usual 
manner. 

In faith of which the undersigned have drawn up the present pro- 
tocol and attached the seals of their arms. 

Done in duplicate at St. Petersburg, November 12 (25), 1904. 

(L.S.) CHartes HarpINcE 
(L.S.) Count LAMsporFF 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 615. 


THE TAVIGNANO, CAMOUNA AND 
GAULOIS CASES 


between 
FRANCE and ITALY 
Findings Reported May 2, 1913 


Syllabus 


On January 25, 1912, during the Turco-Italian war, the French mail 
steamer Tavignano was seized by the Italian torpedo boat Fulmine 
off the coast of Tunis and conducted to Tripoli under suspicion of 
having on board contraband of war. The suspicion proved to be un- 
warranted and the vessel was released on the following day. 

On the same date, in the same waters, the two Tunisian mahones, 
Camouna and Gaulois, were fired upon by the Italian torpedo boat 
Canopo. 

The French Government claimed indemnity for these acts from the 
Italian Government on the ground that the vessels when encountered 
were within the territorial waters of Tunis and were not, according to 
international law, subject to either attack or capture. On the other 
hand, Italy maintained that the acts complained of took place on the 
high seas and that no rule of international law had been violated. 

The cases were submitted to a commission of inquiry by agreements 
signed April 15 and May 20, 1912.1. The commission made its report 
on July 23d, but as no definite conclusion was reached a compromis 
was signed on November 8th? submitting the case for arbitration to the 
tribunal in charge of the Carthage and Manouba cases.’ No decision 
was rendered by the tribunal, the matter being finally settled out of 
court by a special agreement dated May 2, 1913,* according to the 
terms of which Italy agreed to pay an indemnity to the French Gov- 
ernment of five thousand francs for distribution among the various 
individuals who had sustained losses. 


REPORT OF THE COMMISSION 


Report of the commission of inquiry constituted in virtue of the 
agreement for inquiry signed at Rome between France and Italy, 
May 20, 1912.—Malte, July 23, 1912.° 


The commissioners, after having examined and compared all 
data gathered both from the documents presented by the two parties 


1Post, pp. 417, 419. » 2Post, p. 419. 8Ante, pp. 329, 341. 


4Post, p. 421. whe : 
5Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 616. 
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and from the evidence in the case; after having done the important 
part, which was the weighing of all this evidence; and after having 
taken into consideration the degree of uncertainty appertaining 
thereto, has reached the following conclusions: 


I 


The evidence and documents presented are not of a nature to 
permit of determination of the exact geographical points where oc- 
curred the various acts which have been submitted to inquiry, but 
simply of the zones in which they occurred, it being impossible to 
decide upon an exact point in the zones. 

1. Regarding the point where the Tavignano stopped. 

This point is within the area of a rectilinear quadrilateral set off 
by the following four apexes: 


Apex 6... Latitude 33°29'20” North, 
Longitude 8°56’40” East of Paris. 
Apex B...Latitude  33°29’10" North, 
Longitude 8°55’10" East of Paris. 
Apex A... Latitude 33°26'30" North, 
Longitude 8'54’40" East of Paris. 
Apex D... Latitude 33°26'30” North, 
Longitude 8 56'20" East of Paris. 


2. Regarding the pursuit of the mahones: 

A. By the Fulmine. 

The Fulmine, setting out from an indeterminate point in the zone 
above defined, pursued the mahones, perhaps going out of that 
zone, in a direction impossible to determine Sey but which 
was either southeast or southwest by south. 

The pursued mahones were located at the following points, which 
are the centers of inexact circles of half-mile radii: 


Camouna. . Latitude 33°24'10" North, 
Longitude 9°00'15” East of Paris. 


Gaulois... Latitude | 33°22'40" North, 
Longitude 8°59’55” East of Paris. 


THE TAVIGNANO, CAMOUNA AND GAULOIS CASES 415 


After this pursuit the Fulmine returned to moor near the Tavig- 
nano, at point H, which the commission has chosen as the center of 
an inexact circle of a half-mile radius. 

B. The Canopo cannonaded the Gaulois when that mahone was at 
a point indicated above and when it (the Canopo) was proceeding 
in a northerly direction from the point indicated in its log-book by 


Latitude  33°20’45” North, 
Longitude 9°00’50” East of Paris. 


which point the commission has also adopted as the center of an 
inexact circle of a half-mile radius. 

The commission, after its visit to the localities and after verifi- 
cation in the waters of Zarzis, decided, in reporting, to use for the 
hydrography, configuration and nature of the coast and neighbor- 
ing banks the French Hydrographic Service Card No. 4247. The 
commission recalls the fact that its verification was the object of 
the procés-verbal of July 15, 1912, which is numbered 68. 

The president having read the present report to the commission- 
ers, the report and its conclusions have been unanimously adopted. 

Done at Malte, in triplicate, July 23, 1912. 

Commissioners: GUISEPPE GENOESE ZERBI 
SOMBORN 
SEGRAVE 
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AGREEMENT FOR INQUIRY 


Convention of Inquiry in the “Tavignano,” “Camouna’ and “Gaulois” 

Cases—Signed at Rome, May 20, 19122 

The Government of the French Republic and the Royal Italian 
Government, equally desirous of settling the dispute caused by the 
capture and temporary detention of the French mail steamer Tavig- 
nano, on January 25, 1912, by the Royal Italian naval vessel Fulmine, 
as well as the firing upon the mahones Camouna and Gaulois, on Jan- 
uary 25, 1912, by the Italian torpedo boat Canopo; 

Have resolved, conformably to Part III of the Hague Convention 
cf October 18, 1907, for the pacific settlement of international dis- 
putes, to confide to an international commission of inquiry the task 
of clearing up the actual circumstances under which the said capture 
and detention, and the said firing took place; 

And have, to this end, agreed upon the following provisions: 


ARTICLE 1 


An international commission of inquiry, composed as hereinafter 
stipulated, is entrusted: 

I. To investigate, mark and determine the exact geographic point 
where occurred: (1) the capture of the French mail steamer Tavig- 
nano by the Royal Italian naval vessel Fulmine, on January 25, 1912; 
(2) the pursuit of the mahones Camouna and Gaulois by the same 
vessel and also by the Royal Italian naval vessel Canopo, and the firing 
by the latter upon the said mahones ; 

II. To determine exactly the hydrography, configuration and nature 
of the coast and of the neighboring banks, the distance between any 
points which one or the other of the commissioners might deem useful 
to mark, and the distance from these points to those where the above- 
mentioned deeds occurred ; 

III. To make a written report of the result of its investigation. 


ARTICLE 2 


The international commission of inquiry shall be composed of three 
commissioners, of which two shall be national naval officers of France 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 617. 
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and Italy, of a rank at least equal to that of captain. The Government 
of His Britannic Majesty shall be asked to choose the third commis- 
sioner from among his naval officers, of a higher or the highest rank. 
The latter shall assume the office of president. 

Two secretaries shall be appointed, one by the Government of the 
French Republic and the other by the Royal Italian Government, as 
registrars of the commission, and they shall assist it in its operations. 


ARTICLE 3 


The international commission of inquiry shall be qualified to secure 
all information, interrogate and hear all witnesses, to examine all 
papers on board either of the said ships, vessels and mahones, to pro- 
ceed, if necessary, with sounding, and, in general, to resort to all 
sources of information calculated to bring out the truth. 

The two Governments agree in this respect to furnish the commis- 
sion with all possible means and facilities, particularly those of trans- 
portation, to enable it to accomplish its task. 


ARTICLE 4 


The international commission of inquiry shall meet at Malte as soon 
as possible and shall have the power to change its place of meeting 
conformably to Article 20 of the Hague Convention of October 18, 
1907, for the pacific settlement of international disputes. 


ARTICLE 5 


The French language shall be used by the international commission 
of inquiry; however, in their deliberations the commissioners may use 
their respective languages. 

ARTICLE 6 


Within a period not to exceed fifteen days from the date of its first 
meeting the international commission of inquiry shallarrive at the 
conclusions of its report and shall communicate them to each of the 
two Governments. 

ARTICLE 7 


Each party shall pay its own expenses and an equal share of the 
expenses of the commission. 
ARTICLE 8 


All points not covered by the present convention of inquiry, espe- 
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cially those relating to the procedure of inquiry, shall be regulated by 
the provisions of the Hague Convention of October 18, 1907, for the 
pacific settlement of international disputes. 
Done in duplicate, at Rome, May 20, 1912. 
Signed: CAMILLE BARRERE 
DI SAN GIULIANO 


ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS 


Agreement between France and Italy relative to the “Tavignano,’ 
“Camouna’ and “Gaulois’ Cases —Signed at Rome, April 15, 1912+ 
The French and Italian Governments have decided to submit to an 

international commission of inquiry the questions of fact raised: 

1. On the subject of the seizure of the French steamer Tavignano 
by the Italian torpedo boat Fulmine, on January 25, 1912, in the waters 
of Ras-Zira; 

2. On the subject of the cannon shots fired by the torpedo boat 
Canopo, on the same day and in the same waters, upon the two Tuni- 
sian mahones Camouna and Gaulots. 

After the said commission shall have terminated its investigation, 
the result shall be transmitted, if it is deemed necessary, to the arbitral 
tribunal charged with the settling of the Carthage and Manouba af- 
fairs, in order that it may decide the question of law, fix the responsi- 
bility and determine the moral and material reparation which are due. 

Rome, April 15, 1912. 

Signed: CAMILLE BARRERE 
DI SAN GIULIANO 


Compromis of arbitration relative to: the questions raised on the sub- 
ject of the seizure of the French steamer “Tavignano” and on the 
subject of the cannon shots fired by an Italian torpedo boat upon 
two Tunisian mahones.—Signed at Paris, November 8, 1912.? 


The Government of the French Republic and the Royal Italian 
Government, having agreed, on April 15, 1912:° 

1. To submit to an international commission of inquiry the questions 
raised on the subject of the seizure of the French steamer Tavignano 


1Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 621. 

2Id. This controversy was settled out of court by a special agreement, see 
post, p. 421. 

3See supra. 
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by the Italian torpedo boat Fulmine on January 25, 1912, in the waters 
of Raz-Zira and on the subject of the cannon shots fired by the Italian 
torpedo boat Canopo on the same day and in the same waters, upon 
the two Tunisian mahones Camouna and Gaulois; 

2. To transmit, if necessary, the result of the inquiry to the arbitral 
tribunal charged with the settling of the Carthage and Manouba af- 
fairs, in order that it may decide the question of law, fix the responsi- 
bility and determine the moral and material reparation which are due; 

Having taken recognition of the report presented July 23, 1912, by 
the said international commission of inquiry ; 

The undersigned, duly authorized for that purpose, have agreed 
upon the following compromis: 


ARTICLE 1 


The arbitral tribunal charged with the settling of the affairs of the 
Carthage and Manouba is also authorized to pronounce upon the inci- 
dents concerning the seizure of the French steamer Tavignano and the 
cannon shots fired upon the Tunisian mahones, as well as to decide the 
questions of law, fix the responsibility and determine the moral and 
material reparation which are due. 


ARTICLE 2 


In all that concerns the questions of fact raised by the two incidents, 
the arbitral tribunal must make use of the report presented by the 
international commission of inquiry of July 23, 1912, as well as the 
proces-verbaux of the said commission. 

The said report and procés-verbaux shall be printed at the expense 
and under the supervision of both parties and with the least possible 
delay. 

ARTICLE 3 


On January 25, 1913, each party shall deposit with the Bureau of 
the Permanent Court of Arbitration fifteen copies of its memorial, 
with certified copies of all documents and papers which it intends to 
submit in the case. 

The Bureau shall guarantee their transmission without delay to the 
arbitrators and parties, to wit: two copies for each arbitrator; three 
copies for each party; two copies shall remain in the archives of the 
Bureau. 
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On March 1, 1913, each party shall deposit, under the same condi- 
tions as above, its counter-memorial, with the papers appertaining 
thereto, and its final conclusions. 

The tribunal shall meet at The Hague, in the second fortnight of 
March, upon the convocation of its president. 


ARTICLE 4 


For all points not covered by the present compromis, the stipulations 
of the compromis of March 6, 1912,1 and of the agreement of April 4, 
1912,’ shall be applicable to the present litigation. 

Done at Paris, November 8, 1912. 

(Signed) L. RENAULT 
(Signed) G. Fusinato 


Agreement between France and Italy settling definitively the “Tavig- 
nano,” “Camouna’ and “Gaulois” controversy.—Signed at The 
Hague, May 2, 1913.5 
As the two affairs of the Carthage and the Manouba are about to be 

settled by arbitral award, the Government of the French Republic and 

the Royal Italian Government consider that a direct settlement of the 
affair concerning the Tavignano and the two Tunisian mahones is par- 
ticularly desirable because of the similar nature of the dispute. The 
two Governments are especially desirous of taking this course which 
gives them another opportunity to show the spirit of cordial friend- 
ship which mutually animates them. To this end they have agreed 
that it will be equitable to indemnify the individuals for the losses 
sustained by them. The Royal Italian Government having declared 
itself willing to pay the sum of five thousand francs for this purpose, 
the Government of the French Republic has declared that it will accept 
the same and consider this affair thus definitively settled. 
The undersigned have testified to the agreement of their Govern- 
ments by the present act, which shall have the force of law. 
Signed: L. RENAULT 
G. Fusinato 


1Ante, pp. 336, 351. 2Ante, p. 340. . 
3Translation. For the original French text, see Appendix, p. 623. 
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Case 


The Pious Fund Case 


The Venezuelan Preferential Case 
The Japanese House Tax Case 
The Muscat Dhows Case 


The Casablanca Case 


The Grisbadarna Case 
The North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case 


The Orinoco Steamship Company Case 
The Savarkar Case 


The Canevaro Case 


The Russian Indemnity Case 


The Carthage Case 
The Manouba Case 


The Island of Timor Case 


CASES DECIDED BY 


Parties 


Mexico ws. United States 


| Germany, Great Britain, Italy vs. Venezuela et al. 


France, Germany, Great Britain vs. Japan 
France vs. Great Britain 


France vs. Germany 


Norway vs. Sweden 
Great Britain vs. United States 


United States vs. Venezuela 
France vs. Great Britain 


Italy vs. Peru 
Russia vs, Turkey 


France vs. Italy 


Netherlands vs. Portugal 


CASES REFERRED TO 


Case 


Parties 


The North Sea or Dogger Bank Case 


The Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois 
Cases*® 


Great Britain vs. Russia 


France vs. Italy 


; 1The name of the president of the tribunal appears first in this list. 
in charge of the Carthage and Manouba cases, but they were finally settled out of court by a special agree- 
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2Not a member of the Perma- 


‘ THE HAGUE TRIBUNALS OF ARBITRATION 


Date of Agreement Date of Award Arbitrators: 


~ May 22, 1902 October 14, 1902 Matzen, Sir Edward Fry, Martens, Asser, de 


Se Savornin Lohman 
' May 7, 1903 February 22, 1904 | Mourawieff, Lammasch, Martens 
_ August 28, 1902 May 22, 1905 Gram, Renault, Motono 
— October 13, 1904 August 8, 1905 Lammasch, Melville W. Fuller, de Savornin Loh- 
: man 
November 10, 1908 May 22, 1909 Hammarskjold, Sir Edward Fry, Fusinato, 
y Kriege, Renault 
- March 14, 1908 October 23, 1909 Loeff,? Beichmann,? Hammarskjéld 
_ January 27, 1909 September 7, 1910 Lammasch, de Savornin Lohman, George Gray, 
i Sir Charles Fitzpatrick, Drago 
February 13, 1909 October 25, 1910 Lammasch, Beernaert, de Quesada 
_ October 25, 1910 February 24, 1911 Beernaert, Renault, Lord Desart, Gram, de 
ie Savornin Lohman 
_ April 25, 1910 May 3, 1912 Renault, Fusinato, Calderén 


_ July 22/August 4, 1910 | November 11, 1912 | Lardy, Baron de Taube, Mandelstam,? Herante 
Hy Abro Bey,? Ahmed Réchid Bey? 


_ March 6, 1912 May 6, 1913 Hammarskjold, Renault, Fusinato, Kriege, Baron 
a de Taube : 
,. April 3, 1913 June 25, 1914 Lardy 
- HAGUE COMMISSIONS OF INQUIRY 
Date of Agreement Date of Report Commissioners 


: November 12/25, 1904 | February 26, 1905 Admirals, Spaum, Doubassoff, Beaumont, Four- 
a nier, Davis 
’ April 25, 1912 July 23, 1912 Captains James Segrave, Sombron, Zerbi 


_ nent Court. %These cases were also referred, by compromis of November 8, 1912, to the Hague tribunal 
ment of May 2, 1913. 
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THE PIOUS FUND CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, October 14, 19021 


Le Tribunal d’Arbitrage, constitué en vertu du Traité conclu a 
Washington, le 22 mai 1902, entre les Etats-Unis d’Amérique et les 
Etats-Unis Mexicains ; 

Attendu que, par un compromis, rédigé sous forme de Protocole, 
entre les Etats-Unis d’Amérique et les Etats-Unis Mexicains, signé a 
Washington le 22 mai 1902, il a été convenu et réglé que le différend, 
qui a surgi entre les Etats-Unis d’Amérique et les Etats-Unis Mexicains 
au sujet du “Fonds Pieux des Californies’ dont les annuités étaient 
réclamées par les Etats-Unis d’Amérique, au profit de l’Archevéque 
de San Francisco et de l’Evéque de Monterey, au Gouvernement de la 
République Mexicaine, serait soumis a un Tribunal d’Arbitrage, cons- 
titué sur les bases de la Convention pour le réglement pacifique des 
conflits internationausx, signée a La Haye le 29 juillet 1899, qui serait 
composé de la maniére suivante, savoir: 

Le Président des Etats-Unis d’Amérique désignerait deux Arbitres. 
non-nationaux et le Président des Etats-Unis Mexicains également 
deux Arbitres non-nationaux. Ces quatre Arbitres devraient se réunir 
le 1 septembre 1902 a La Haye afin de nommer le Surarbitre qui, en 
méme temps, serait de droit le Président du Tribunal d’Arbitrage. 

Attendu que le Président des Etats-Unis d’Amérique a nommé 
comme Arbitres: 

Le trés honorable Sir Edward Fry, Docteur en droit, autrefois 
siégeant a la Cour d’Appel, Membre du Conseil Privé de Sa Majesté 
Britannique, Membre de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage et 

Son Excellence Monsieur de Martens, Docteur en Droit, Conseiller 
Privé, Membre du Conseil du Ministére Impérial des affaires Etran- 
géres de Russie, Membre de I’Institut de France, Membre de la Cour 
permanente d’Arbitrage ; 

Attendu que le Président des Etats-Unis Mexicains a nommé comme 
Arbitres: 

Monsieur T. M. C. Asser, Docteur en Droit, Membre du Conseil 
d’Etat des Pays-Bas, ancien Professeur a l’Université d’Amsterdam, 
Membre de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage et 

Monsieur le Jonkheer A. F. de Savornin Lohman, Docteur en Droit, 
ancien Ministre de l’Intérieur des Pays-Bas, ancien Professeur a 
l'Université libre d’Amsterdam, Membre de la Seconde Chambre des 
Etats-Généraux, Membre de la Court permanente d’Arbitrage; 

Lesquels Arbitres, dans leur réunion du 1 septembre 1902, ont élu, 
conformément aux Articles XXXII-XXXIV de la Convention de La 


1Official report, p 107. 
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Haye du 29 juillet 1899, comme Surarbitre et Président de droit du 
Tribunal d’Arbitrage: 

Monsieur Henning Matzen, Docteur en Droit, Professeur a l’Uni- 
versité de Copenhague, Conseiller extraordinaire a la Cour Supréme, 
Président du Landsthing, Membre de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage. 

Et attendu, qu’en vertu du Protocole de Washington du 22 mai 
1902, les susnommés Arbitres, réunis en Tribunal d’Arbitrage, de- 
vraient décider: 

le. Si la dite réclamation des Etats-Unis d’Amérique au profit de 
VArchevéque de San Francisco et de l’Evéque de Monterey est régie 
par le principe de la res judicata, en vertu de la sentence arbitral du 11 
novembre 1875, prononcée par Sir Edward Thornton, en qualité de 
Surarbitre ; 

2°. Si non, si la dite réclamation est juste, avec pouvoir de rendre tel 
jugement qui leur semblera juste et équitable; 

Attendu que les susnommés Arbitres, ayant examiné avec impar- 
tialité et soin tous les documents et actes, présentés au Tribunal 
d’Arbitrage par les Agents des Etats-Unis d’Amérique et des Etats- 
Unis Mexicains, et ayant entendu avec la plus grande attention les 
plaidoiries orales, présentées devant le Tribunal par les Agents et les 
Conseils des deux Parties en litige; 

Considérant que le litige, soumis a la décision du Tribunal d’Ar- 
bitrage, consiste dans un conflit entre les Etats-Unis d’Amérique et les 
Etats-Unis Mexicains qui ne saurait étre réglé que sur la base des 
traités internationaux et des principes du droit international; 

Considérant que les Traités internationaux, conclus depuis l’année 
1848 jusqu’au compromis du 22 mai 1902, entre les deux Puissances 
en litige, constatent le caractére éminemment international de ce 
confit ; 

Considérant que toutes les parties d’un jugement ou d’un arrét con- 
cernant les points débattus au litige s’éclairent et se complétent mu- 
tuellement et qu’elles servent toutes a préciser le sens et la portée du 
dispositif, 4 déterminer les points sur lesquels il y a chose jugée et qui 
partant ne peuvent étre remis en question; 

Considérant que cette régle ne s’applique pas seulement aux juge- 
ments des tribunaux institués par l’Etat, mais également aux sentences 
arbitrales, rendues dans les limites de la compétence fixées par le 
compromis ; 

Considérant que ce méme principe doit, 4 plus forte raison, étre 
appliqué aux arbitrages internationaux ; 

Considérant que la Convention du 4 juillet 1868, conclue entre les 
deux Etats en litige, avait accordé aux Commissions Mixtes, nommées 
par ces Etats, ainsi qu’au Surarbitre a désigner éventuellement, le 
droit de statuer sur leur propre compétence; 

Considérant que dans le litige, soumis a la décisions du Tribunal 
d’Arbitrage, en vertu du compromis du 22 mai 1902, il y a, non seule- 
ment identité des parties en litige, mais également identité de la ma- 
tiére, jugée par la sentence arbitrale de Sir Edward Thornton comme 
Surarbitre en 1875 et amendée par lui le 24 octobre 1876; 
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Considérant que le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis Mexicains a con- 
sciencieusement exécuté la sentence arbitrale de 1875 et 1876, en payant 
les annuités adjugées par le Surarbitre; 

Considérant que, depuis 1869, trente-trois annuités n’ont pas été 
payées par le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis Mexicains au Gouverne- 
ment des Etats-Unis d’Amérique et que les régles de la prescription, 
€tant exclusivement du domaine du droit civil, ne sauraient étre appli- 
quées au présent conflit entre les deux Etats en litige; 

Considérant, en ce qui concerne la monnaie, dans laquelle le paie- 
ment de la rente annuelle doit avoir lieu, que le dollar d’argent, ayant 
cours légal au Mexique, le paiement en or ne peut étre exigé qu’en 
vertu d’une stipulation expresse ; 

Que, dans l’espéce, telle stipulation n’existant pas, la Partie défen- 
deresse a le droit de se libérer en argent; 

Que, par rapport a ce point, la sentence de Sir Edward Thornton 
n’a pas autrement force de chose jugée que pour les vingt et une an- 
nuités a l’égard desquelles le surarbitre a décidé que le paiement devait 
avoir lieu en dollars d’or Mexicains, puisque la question du mode de 
paiement ne concerne pas le fond du droit en litige mais seulement 
l’exécution de la sentence; 

Considérant, que d’aprés l’Article X du Protocole de Washington 
du 22 mai 1902, le présent Tribunal d’Arbitrage aura a statuer, en 
cas de condamnation de la République du Mexique, dans quelle mon- 
naie le paiement devra avoir lieu; 

Par ces motifs le Tribunal d’Arbitrage décide et prononce a |’unani- 
mité ce qui suit: 

1°. Que la dite réclamation des Etats-Unis d’Amérique au profit de 
l'Archevéque de San Francisco et de l’Evéque de Monterey est régie 
par le principe de la res judicata, en vertu de la sentence arbitrale de 
Sir Edward Thornton du 11 novembre 1875 amendée par lui le 24 
octobre 1876; 

2°. Que, conformément a cette sentence arbitrale, le Gouvernement 
de la Républige des Etats-Unis Mexicains devra payer au Gouverne- 
ment des Etats-Unis d’Amérique la somme d’un million quatre cent 
vingt mille six cent quatre vingt deux Dollars du Mexique et soixante 
sept cents (1,420,682.67/100 Dollars du Mexique) en monnaie ayant 
cours légal au Mexique, dans le délai fixé par l’Article X du Protocole 
de Washington du 22 mai 1902. 

Cette somme d’un million quatre cent vingt mille six cent quatre 
vingt deux Dollars et soixante sept cents (1,420,682.67/100 Dollars) 
constituera le versement total des annuités échues et non payées par 
le Gouvernement de la République Mexicaine, savoir de la rente an- 
nuelle de quarante trois mille cinquante Dollars du Mexique et quatre 
vingt dix neuf cents (43,050.99/100 Dollars du Mexique) depuis ie 
2 février 1869 jusqu’au 2 février 1902; 

3°, Le Gouvernement de la République des Etats-Unis Mexicains 
paiera au Gouvernement des Etats-Unis d’Amérique le 2 février 1903, 
et chaque année suivante a cette méme date du 2 février, a perpétuité 
la rente annuelle de quarante trois mille cinquante Dollars du Mexique 
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et quatre vingt dix neuf cents (43,050.99/100 Dollars du Mexique) 
en monnaie ayant cours légal au Mexique. ; 
Fait 4 La Haye, dans I’Hoétel de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage, 

en triple original, le 14 octobre 1902. 

HENNING MatTZzEN 

Epw. Fry 

MarTENS 

T. M. C. ASSER 

A. F. p—E SAvoRNIN LOHMAN 


Agreement for Arbitration, May 22, 1902* 


Por cuanto, en virtud de las disposiciones de una Convencion ajus- 
tada entre las Altas Partes Contratantes arriba mencionadas, con fecha 
4 de Julio de 1868, y siguientes convenciones suplementarias de ella, 
fué sometida 4 la Comisién Mixta establecida por dicha Convencion 
una reclamacién presentada por parte y en favor de los prelados de la 
Iglesia Catélica Romana de California contra la Republica de México, 
por réditos anuales de cierto fondo llamado el “Fondo Piadoso de las 
Californias,’ los cuales réditos se consideraron devengados desde el 
2 de Febrero de 1848, fecha de la firma del tratado de Guadalupe 
Hidalgo, hasta el 1°. de Febrero de 1869, fecha del canje de las ratifi- 
caciones de la Convencion arriba referida; y 

Por cuanto la indicada Comision Mixta, después de examinar dicha 
reclamacion, que fué sefialada en el libro de registro con el numero 
493 é intitulada “Thaddeus Amat Obispo Catolico Romano de Mon- 
terrey, por la corporacion unitaria que representa, y Joseph S. Ale- 
many Obispo Catolico Romano de San Francisco, por la corporacion 
unitaria que representa, contra la Republica de México” decidié la 
reclamacion contra la Republica de México, y en favor de dichos recla- 
mantes, dando un laudo por novecientos cuatro mil setecientos pesos 
noventa y nueve centavos ($904,700.99) ; los cuales, como se expresa 
en la exposicién de dicho tribunal, fueron el importe de réditos venci- 
dos en veintitin afios 4 razon de cuarenta y tres mil ochenta pesos 
noventa y nueve centavos ($43,080.99) anuales sobre la:suma de sete- 
cientos diez y ocho mil diez y seis pesos cincuenta centavos ($718,- 
016.50) y habian de pagarse en oro mexicano; y dicha suma de nove- 
cientos cuatro mil setecientos pesos noventa y nueve centavos ($904,- 
700.99) fué completamente pagada y finiquitada en conformidad con 
los términos de dicha Convencién; y 

Por cuanto los Estados Unidos de América por los Obispos Catd- 
licos Romanos arriba nombrados y sus sucesores con el mismo titulo 
é interés han reclamado 4 México después de dicho laudo los sucesi- 
vos vencimientos de dichos réditos y han insistido en que la expresada 
reclamacion fué definitivamente juzgada y su monto fijado en contra 
de México y a favor de los primitivos reclamantes y de sus sucesores 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, vol. 32, p. 1916. 
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con el mismo titulo é interés, conforme 4 la primera Convencién men- 
cionada de 1868, en virtud de dicho laudo como res judicata; y han 
sostenido ademas que independientemente de tal laudo su reclamacion 
contra México era justa; aserciones ambas que han sido controvertidas 
é€ impugnadas por la Republica de México, y las Altas Partes signa- 
tarias de este Compromiso, animadas de un vivo deseo de que la con- 
troversia asi suscitada sea amigable, satisfactoria y justamente 
resuelta, han convenido en someter dicha controversia 4 la decisién 
de arbitros, quienes se ajustaran en todo lo que no se disponga de otro 
modo por el presente instrumento, 4 las prevenciones de la Conven- 
cidn internacional para el arreglo pacifico de controversias interna- 
cionales comunmente denominada “Convencién de La Haya” y estaran 
facultados para resolver: 

1°, Si dicha reclamacion como consecuencia del laudo anterior esta 
regida por el principio de res judicata; y 

2°. De no estarlo, si es justa la misma reclamacidn. 

Y para pronunciar un fallo 6 laudo tal que sea adecuado y conve- 
niente a todas las circunstancias del caso: 

Por tanto, se conviene entre los Estados Unidos de América, repre- 
sentados por John Hay, Secretario de Estado de los Estados Unidos 
de América, y la Repttblica de México, representada por Manuel de 
Azpiroz, Embajador Extraordinario y Plenipotenciario de la Reput- 
blica de México en los Estados Unidos de América, en lo siguiente: 


I 


Las referidas cuestiones seran sometidas al tribunal especial que en 
seguida se autoriza para examinarlas, determinarlas y fallarlas. 


ik 


El tribunal especial constituido por este instrumento se compondra 
de cuatro arbitros, debiendo ser dos nombrados por cada una de las 
altas partes contratantes y un arbitro superior que sera elegido con 
arreglo a las disposiciones de la Convencion de La Haya. Los arbitros 
nombrados, como se ha dicho, por cada una de las Altas Partes Con- 
tratantes seran dados 4 conocer por la parte que los nombr6 a la otra 
parte dentro de sesenta dias que correran desde la fecha de este proto- 
colo. Ninguno de los arbitros nombrados como se ha dicho sera 
oriundo 6 ciudadano de las partes contratantes. El laudo podra ser 
pronunciado por mayoria de votos de dicho tribunal. Todas las va- 
cantes que ocurran entre los miembros de dicho tribunal por causa de 
muerte, separacién 6 inhabilidad que provenga de causa anterior al 
pronunciamiento del laudo seran cubiertas del mismo modo que fué 
nombrado el miembro cesante, como se dispone en la Convencién de 
La Haya, y si ocurrieren después que dicho tribunal se haya instalado 
podran justificar, 4 juicio del tribunal, una prérroga del término 
sefialado para la audiencia 6 resolucién, segtin sea el caso, con tal que 
ella no pase de treinta dias. 
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III 


Todas las alegaciones, testimonios, pruebas, informes en derecho y 
conclusiones 6 laudos de los Comisionados 6 del tercero en discordia, 
presentados ante la Comisién Mixta arriba referida 6 acordados por 
ella, son de aducirse como pruebas ante el tribunal que ahora se nom- 
bra, juntamente con toda la correspondencia habida entre los dos 
paises concerniente 4 los puntos comprendidos en este arbitramento ; 
exhibiéndose al nuevo tribunal dichos documentos originales 6 copias 
de ellos debidamente certificados por los Departamentos de Estado 
respectivos de las Altas Partes Contratantes. Cuando cualquiera de 
las dos partes cite libros impresos por via de prueba, la que ofrezca 
tal prueba especificara el volumen, edicidn y pagina de la parte que 
quiera se lea, y proporcionara al tribunal impresos los pasajes que 
deseare hacer valer, cuya exactitud sera comprobada con testimonio 
legal; y si la obra original no esta ya formando parte del archivo de la 
primera Comisién Mixta, el libro mismo sera puesto 4 disposicion de 
la parte contraria, en los despachos respectivos del Secretario de 
Estado 6 del Embajador de México en Washington, segtn sea el caso, 
treinta dias antes de la reunion del tribunal que aqui se nombra. 


LV 


Cada parte podra pedir a la otra que dé 4 condécer cualquier hecho 6 
documento considerado como prueba 6 que contenga materia de prueba 
interesante 6 la parte que la solicita; debiendo ser descrito el docu- 
mento deseado con suficiente exactitud para su identificacion; y se 
dara la noticia se hara la exhibicion pedida, mediante una relacién del 
hecho, 6 el depdsito de una copia de dicho documento (certificada por 
quien lo tenga legalmente en guarda si es un documento publico, y 
autorizada por su poseedor si el documento fuere privado) y 4 la parte 
contraria se debera dar la oportunidad de examinar el original en la 
ciudad de Washington en el Departamento de Estado 6 en el despacho 
del Embajador de México segtn fuere el caso. Si la noticia 6 exhibi- 
cidn deseada se obtuviere demasiado tarde para que pueda ser con- 
testada diez dias antes que el tribunal aqui establecido abra la auden- 
cia, en tal caso la contestacién que se dé al pedimento, 6 el documento 
que se produzca, se presentara al tribunal aqui establecido, tan pronto 
como fuere posible. 


V 


Todo testimonio oral que no conste en el archivo del primer arbitra- 
mento podra rendirse por cualquiera de las partes ante algtin juez 6 
secretario de juzgado de letras 6 notario publico, de la manera, con 
las precauciones y bajo las condiciones prescritas para tal caso en las 
reglas de la Comisién Mixta de México y los Estados Unidos de Amé- 
rica, y adoptadas por dicho tribunal el 10 de Agosto de 1869, en todo 
lo que sean aplicables. Cuando el testimonio se extienda por escrito, 
firmado que sea por el testigo y legalizado por el funcionario ante 
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quien se haya rendido, debera ser sellado, dirigido al tribunal que 
aqui se establece, y asi sellado se entregara en depdsito en el Despacho 
de Relaciones exteriores de México 6 en el Departamento de Estado 
de los Estados Unidos a fin de que sea remitido al tribunal que aqui 
se establece cuando el mismo se retna. 


VI 


Dentro de sesenta dias desde la fecha de este instrumento la parte 
de los Estados Unidos de América, por medio de su agente 6 abogado, 
debera preparar y entregar al Departamento de Estado arriba dicho 
un memorial impreso del origen y monto de la reclamacién, acom- 
pafiado de las citas de libros impresos y de aquellas partes de las 
pruebas 6 piezas del archivo del primer arbitramento, en que quiera 
fundar su reclamacion, dando copias de los mismos documentos 4 la 
Embajada de la Republica Mexicana en Washington para uso del 
agente 6 abogado de México. 

VII 


Dentro de cuarenta dias después de la entrega del memorial 4 la 
Embajada Mexicana, el agente 6 abogado de la Republica de México 
entregara al Departamento de Estado de los Estados Unidos de Amé- 
rica, de la misma manera y con iguales referencias, un memorial de 
sus alegaciones y razones de oposicion a la reclamaci6on dicha. 


VIII 


Las prevenciones de los parrafos VI y VII no impediran 4 los 
agentes 6 abogados de las partes contratantes reforzar oralmente 6 
por escrito sus argumentos citando cualesquiera documentos proba- 
torios i otras pruebas que consideren titiles y les haya sido dado cono- 
cer y examinar en un periodo subsiguiente 4 los términos sefialados 
para el traslado del memorial y la contestacion. 


IX 


La primera reunién del tribunal arbitral arriba nombrado se verifi- 
cara con objeto de elejir un arbitro superior el 1°. de Septiembre de 
1902 en la Haya en el local que al efecto destine la Oficina Interna- 
cional de la Haya constituida en virtud de la convencion de la Haya, 
antes referida y para dar principio a las audiencias del tribunal se de- 
signa el 15 de Septiembre de 1902, 6 si en esa fecha no estuviere ya 
electo el arbitro superior, las audiencias comenzaran tan pronto como 
sea posible y no después del 15 de Octubre de 1902, en cuyo tiempo 

lugar 6 en otras fechas que el tribunal disponga (y en Bruselas, si 
el tribunal determinare no tener sus sesiones en la Haya) explica- 
ciones y alegatos, que se presenten segun lo determine el tribunal, y 
el caso le quedara sometido. Esta sumisidn con todos los alegatos, 
relacién de hechos y presentacién de documentos estara concluida den- 
tro de los treinta dias siguientes al término sefialado para las audien- 
cias del tribunal (a no ser que este acuerde una prorroga que no ex- 
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cedera de treinta dias) y el laudo se pronunciara dentro de treinta 
dias después de cerradas las audiencias. Copias certificadas del laudo 
se daran 4 los agentes 6 abogados de las respectivas partes y se en- 
viaran al Embajador de México en Washington y al Secretario de 
Estado de los Estados Unidos, asi como al Ministro de Negocios 


Extranjeros de los Paises Bajos para su archivo. 


DS 


Si el laudo del tribunal fuere adverso 4 la Repttblica Mexicana, sus 
conclusiones expresaran la suma, la especie de moneda en que ha de 
ser pagada, y la suma sera la que se considere justa conforme a lo 
probado y alegado. La suma, si alguna fuere definitivamente fallada, 
sera pagada al Secretario de Estado de los Estados Unidos de Amé- 
rica dentro de ocho meses desde la fecha del laudo. 


XI 


Los agentes de abogados de las respectivas partes podran convenir 
en la admisiOn de cualesquiera hechos, y tal convenio debidamente 
firmado sera admitido como prueba de los mismos hechos. 


XII 


Cada una de las partes contratantes pagara sus propios gastos y la 
mitad de los comunes del arbitraje, incluyendo la remuneracion de los 
arbitros ; mas estas costas no constituiran parte de la suma fallada. 


XII 


Habra lugar 4 revisién conforme 4 lo prevenido en el articulo 55 
de la Convencion de La Haya, si fuere promovida dentro de ocho 
dias desde la notificacion del laudo. Las pruebas admisibles en este 
recurso se presentaran dentro de diez dias desde la fecha en que se 
concediere (el cual solamente se otorgara, si asi se acordare, dentro 
de cinco dias después de su promocion) y las pruebas de la parte con- 
traria dentro de los diez dias siguientes 4 no ser que se conceda mayor 
plazo por el tribunal. Los alegatos se produciran dentro de diez dias 
después de la presentacion de todas las pruebas, y el fallo 6 laudo se 
dara dentro de los diez dias siguientes. Todas las disposiciones apli- 
cables al fallo 6 laudo recurrido se aplicaran en lo posible el fallo 6 
laudo de revisiOn, bien entendido que en los procedimientos de este 
recurso se empleara la lengua francesa. 


XIV 


El laudo ultimo dado conforme 4 este compromiso sera definitivo y 
concluyente en todos los puntos propuestos 4 la consideracién del 
tribunal. 

Hecho por duplicado en inglés y en espafiol en Washington hoy 
dia 22 de Mayo, A. D. 1902. 

Joun Hay [SEAL] 
M. pe Azprroz [SEAL] 
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Convention of July 4, 1868, between the United States of America and 
the Republic of Mexico for the Adjustment of Claims 


Considerando que es conveniente mantener y ensanchar los senti- 
mientos amistosos entre la republica Mexicana y los Estados Unidos, 
y afianzar asi el sistema y principios de gobierno republicano en el 
continente Americano; y considerando que con posterioridad 4 la 
celebracién del tratado de Guadalupe Hidalgo, de 2 de Febrero de 
1848, ciudadanos de la reptblica Mexicana han hecho reclamaciones 
y presentado quejas, con motivo de perjuicios sufridos en sus personas 
6 sus propiedades, por autoridades de los Estados Unidos, y reclama- 
ciones y quejas semejantes se han hecho y presentado con motivo de 
perjuicios sufridos por ciudadanos de los Estados Unidos, en sus per- 
sonas 6 sus propiedades por autoridades de la repttblica Mexicana, 
[el Presidente de la reptblica Mexicana] y el Presidente de los Esta- 
dos Unidos de América han determinado concluir una convencién 
para el arreglo de dichas reclamaciones y quejas, y han nombrados 
sus plenipotenciarios; el Presidente de la repttblica Mexicana, 4 
Matias Romero, acreditado como Enviado Extraordinario y Ministro 
plenipotenciario de la repttblica Mexicana en los Estados Unidos; y 
el Presidente de los Estados Unidos, 4 William H. Seward, Secretario 
de Estado, quienes después de haberse mostrado sus respectivos plenos 
poderes y encontradolos en buena y debida forma, han convenido en 
los Articulos siguientes : 

Articuto I 


Todas las reclamaciones hechas por corporaciones, compafiias 6 in- 
dividuos particulares, ciudadanos de la reptblica Mexicana, proce- 
dentes de perjuicios sufridos en sus personas 6 en sus propiedades, por 
autoridades de los Estados Unidos, y todas las reclamaciones hechas 
por corporaciones, compafiias 6 individuos particulares, ciudadanos 
de los Estados Unidos, procedentes de perjuicios sufridos en sus per- 
sonas 6 en sus propiedades, por autoridades de la repttblica Mexicana, 
que hayan sido presentadas 4 cualquiera de los dos gobiernos, solici- 
tando su interposiciOn para con el otro, con posterioridad a la celebra- 
cién del tratado de Guadalupe Hidalgo entre la reptblica Mexicana 
y los Estados Unidos, de 2 de Febrero de 1848, y que atin permanecen 
pendientes, de la misma manera que cualesquiera otras reclamaciones 
que se presentaren dentro del tiempo que mas adelante se especificara, 
se referiran 4 dos comisionados, uno de los cuales sera nombrado por 
el Presidente de la repttblica Mexicana y el otro por el Presidente de 
los Estados Unidos, con el consejo y aprobacién del Senado. En 
caso de muerte, ausencia 6 incapacidad de alguno de los comisiona- 
dos, 6 en caso de que alguno de los comisionados cese de funcionar 
como tal, 6 suspenda el ejercicio de sus funciones, el Presidente de la 
republica Mexicana 6 el Presidente de los Estados Unidos respectiva- 
mente, nombraran desde luego otra persona que haga de comisionado 
en lugar del que originalmente fué nombrado. 


1U. S. Statutes at Large, vol. 15, p. 679. 
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Los comisionados nombrados de esta manera, se reuniran en Wash- 
ington dentro de seis meses, después de cangeadas las ratificaciones 
de esta convencién, y antes de desempefiar sus funciones, haran y 
suscribiran una declaracién solemne de que examinaran y decidiran 
imparcial y cuidadosamente, segun su mejor saber, y conforme con 
el derecho ptiblico, la justicia y equidad, y sin temor 6 afeccién a su 
respectivo pais, sobre todas las reclamaciones antes especificadas, que 
se les sometan por los gobiernos de la reptblica Mexicana y de los 
Estados Unidos respectivamente, y dicha declaracion se asentara en 
la acta de sus procedimientos. 

Los comisionados procederan entonces 4 nombrar una tercera per- 
sona que hara de Arbitro en el caso 6 casos en que difieran de opinion. 

Si no pudieren convenir en el nombre de esta tercera persona, cada 
uno de ellos nombrara una persona, y en todos y cada uno de los 
casos en que los comisionados difieran de opiniOn respecto de la deci- 
sion que deban dar, se determinara por suerte quien de las dos per- 
sonas asi nombradas hara de Arbitro en ese caso particular. La per- 
sona 6 personas que se eligieren de esa manera, para ser arbitros, 
haran y suscribaran, antes de obrar como tales, en cualquier caso, 
una declaracién solemne en una forma semejante a la que debera 
haber sido ya hecha y suscrita por los comisionados, la cual se asentara 
también en la acta de los procedimientos. En caso de muerte, ausen- 
cia 6 incapacidad de la persona 6 personas nombradas arbitros, 6 en 
caso de que suspendan el ejercicio de sus funciones, se rehusen 4 
desempefiarlas 6 cesen en ellas, otra persona sera nombrado 4rbitro 
de la manera que queda dicha, en lugar de la persona originalmente 
nombrada, y hara y suscribira la declaracidn antes mencionada. 


ArtTicuto II 


En seguida procederan juntamente los comisionados 4 la investiga- 
cion y decision de las reclamaciones que se les presenten, en el é6rden 
y de la manera que de comun acuerdo creyeren conveniente, pero 
recibiendo solamente las pruebas 6 informes que se les ministren por 
los respectivos gobiernos 6 en su nombre. Tendran obligacién de 
recibir y leer todas las manifestaciones 6 documentos escritos que se 
les presenten por sus gobiernos respectivos, 6 en su nombre, en apoyo 
6 respuesta 4 cualquiera reclamacién, y de oir, si se les: pidiere, 4 una 
persona por cada lado, en nombre de cada gobierno, en todas y cada 
una de las reclamaciones separadamente. Si dejaren de convenir sobre 
alguna reclamacion particular, Ilamaran en su ausilio al arbitro que 
hayan nombrado de comun acuerdo, 6 4 quien la suerte haya designado 
segun fuere el caso, y el arbitro, después de haber examinado las 
pruebas producidas en favor y en contra de la reclamacién, y después 
de haber oido, si se le pidiere, 4 una persona por cada lado, como 
queda dicho, y consultado con los comisionados, decidira sobre ella 
finalmente y sin apelacién. La decisién de los comisionados y del 
arbitro se dara en cada reclamacién por escrito, especificara si la 
suma que se concediere se pagara en oro 6 en moneda corriente de 
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los Estados Unidos, y sera firmada por ellos respectivamente. Cada 
gobierno podra nombrar una persona que concurra 4 la comisién en 
nombre del gobierno respectivo, como agente; que presente 6 defienda 
las reclamaciones en nombre del mismo gobierno, y que responda 4 
las reclamaciones hechas contra el, y que le represente en general en 
todos los negocios que tengan relacién con la investigacién y decision 
de reclamaciones. 

El Presidente de la Reptiblica Mexicana y el Presidente de los Esta- 
dos Unidos de América se comprometen solemne y sinceramente en 
esta convenciOn, a considerar la decisién de los comisionados de 
acuerdo, 6 del arbitro, segun fuere el caso, como absolutamente final 
y definitiva, respecto de cada una de las reclamaciones falladas por 
los comisionados 6 el arbitro respectivamente, y 4 dar entero cumpli- 
miento a tales decisiones sin objecién, evasién ni dilacién ninguno. 
Se conviene que ninguna reclamacién que emane de acontecimientos 
de fecha anterior al 2 de Febrero de 1848, se admetera con arreglo 
a esta convencion. 


Articuto III 


Todas las reclamaciones se presentaran a4 los comisionados dentro 
de ocho meses contados desde el dia de su primera reunion, 4 no ser 
en los casos en que se manifieste que haya habido razones para dila- 
tarlas, siendo estas satisfactorias para los comisionados 6 para el 
arbitro, si los comisionados no se convinieren, y en ese y otros casos 
semejantes el periodo para la presentacién de las reclamaciones podra 
estenderse por un plazo que no exceda de tres meses. 

Los comisionados tendran la obligacion de examinar y decidir todas 
las reclamaciones dentro de dos afios y seis meses, contados desde el 
dia re su primera reunidn. Los comisionados de comun acuerdo 6 el 
arbitro, si ellos difirieren podran decidir en cada caso, si una reclama- 
cién ha sido 6 no debidamente hecha, comunicada y sometida a la 
comisién, ya sea en su totalidad 6 en parte y cual sea esta, con arreglo 
al verdadero espiritu y 4 la letra de esta convenci6n. 


ArticuLo IV 


Cuando los comisionados y el arbitro hayan decidido todos los casos 
que les hayan sido debidamente sometidos, la suma total fallada en 
todos los casos decididos en favor de los ciudadanos de una parte, 
se deducira de la suma total fallada en favor de los ciudadanos de la 
otra parte, y la diferencia hasta la cantidad de trescientos mil pesos 
en oro, 6 su equivalente, se pagara en la ciudad de México 6 en la 
ciudad de Washington, al gobierno en favor de cuyos ciudadanos se 
haya fallado la mayor cantidad, sin interes, ni otra deduccién que la 
especificada en el Articulo VI de esta convencién. El resto de dicha 
diferencia se pagara en abonos anuales que no escedan de trescientos 
mil pesos en oro 6 su equivalente, hasta que se haya pagado el total 
de la diferencia. 
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ArRTicULO V 


Las altas partes contratantes convienen en considerar el resultado 
de los procedimientos de esta comisién, como arreglo completo, per- 
fecto y final, de toda reclamacién contra cualquiera gobierno, que 
proceda de acontecimientos de fecha anterior al canje de las ratifica- 
ciones de la presente convencién; y se comprometen ademas 4 que 
toda reclamacién, ya sea que se haya presentado 6 no a la referida 
comisién, sera considerada y tratada, concluidos los procedimientos 
de dicha comisién, como finalmente arreglada, desechada y para siem- 
pre inadmisible. 

ArtTicuLo VI 


Los comisionados y el arbitro llevaran una relaciOn fiel y actas exac- 
tas de sus procedimientos con especificacion de las fechas; con este 
objeto nombraran dos secretarios versados en las lenguas de ambos 
paises, para que les ayuden en el arreglo de los asuntos de la comisi6n. 
Cada gobierno pagara 4 su comisionado un sueldo que no exceda de 
cuatro mil quinientos pesos al afio, en moneda corriente de los Estados 
Unidos, cuya cantidad sera la misma para ambos gobiernos. La com- 
pensaciOn que haya de pagarse al arbitro se determinara por consen- 
timiento mutuo, al terminarse la comision; pero podran hacerse por 
cada gobierno adelantos necesarios y razonables en virtud de la reco- 
mendacion de los dos comisionados. El sueldo de los secretarios no 
excedera de la suma de dos mil quinientos pesos al afio, en moneda 
corriente de los Estados Unidos. Los gastos todos de la comisién, 
incluyendo los contingentes, se pagaran con una reducciOn propor- 
cional de la cantidad total! fallada por los comisionados, siempre que 
tal deduccién no exceda del cinco por ciento de las cantidades falladas. 
Si hubiere algun deficiente, lo cubriran ambos gobiernos por mitad. 


Articuto VII 


La presente convenciOn sera ratificada por el Presidente de la repu- 
blica Mexicana, con aprobacidn del Congreso de la misma, y por el 
Presidente de los Estados Unidos, con el consejo y aprobacién del 
Senado de los mismos, y las ratificaciones se cangearan en Washing- 
ton dentro de nueve meses contados desde la fecha de la convencion, 6 
antes, si fuere posible. 9 

En fé de lo cual, los respectivos plenipotenciarios la hemos firmado 
y sellado con nuestros sellos respectivos. 

Hecho en Washington el dia cuatro de Julio, del afio del Sefior mil 
ochocientos sesenta y ocho. 


M. RoMERO PLSs} 
Witiiam H. Sewarp [L. S.] 


THE VENEZUELAN PREFERENTIAL CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, February 22, 19041 


Le Tribunal d’Arbitrage, constitué en vertu des Protocoles, signés a 
Washington, le 7 mai 1903, entre l’Allemagne, la Grande-Bretagne et 
l’Italie d’une part, et le Vénézuela d’autre part ; 

Considérant que d’autres Protocoles ont été signés a cet effet entre 
la Belgique, Espagne, les Etats-Unis d’Amérique, la France, le 
Mexique, les Pays-Bas, la Suéde et Norvége d’une part, et le Vénézuela 
d’autre part ; 

Considérant que tous ces Actes constatent l’accord le toutes les 
Parties contractantes relativement au réglement des réclamations contre 
le Gouvernement Vénézuélien ; 

Considérant que diverses autres questions, résultant de l’action des 
Gouvernements d’Allemagne, de Grande-Bretagne et d’Itakie con- 
cernant le réglement des réclamations, n’étaient pas susceptibles d’une 
solution par la voie diplomatique ordinaire ; 

Considérant que les Puissances intéressées ont décidé de résoudre 
ces questions en les soumettant a l’arbitrage, conformément aux dispo- 
sitions de la Convention, signée a La Haye le 29 juillet 1899, pour le 
réglement pacifique des conflits internationaux ; 

Considérant qu’en vertu de l’Article III des Protocoles de Washing- 
ton du 7 mai 1903, Sa Majesté l’Empereur de Russie a été invité par 
toutes les Puissances intéressées a désigner parmi les membres de la 
Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage de La Haye trois Arbitres, qui for- 
meront le Tribunal d’Arbitrage chargé de résoudre et de régler les 
questions qui lui seront soumises en vertu des Protocoles susmen- 
tionnés ; 

Attendu qu’aucun des Arbitres ainsi désignés ne pourrait étre citoyen 
ou sujet de l’une quelconque des Puissances signataires ou créanciéres, 
et que le Tribunal devrait se réunir a La Haye le 1° septembre 1903 
et rendre sa sentence dans le délai de six mois; 

Sa Majesté l’Empereur de Russie, en se rendant au désir de toutes 
les Puissances signataires des Protocoles susmentionnés de Washington 
du 7 mai 1903, a daigné nommer comme Arbitres les membres suivants 
de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage a La Haye: 

Son Excellence Monsieur N. V. Mourawieff, Secrétaire d’Etat de Sa 
Majesté l’Empereur de Russie, Conseiller Privé Actuel, Ministre de la 
Justice et Procureur-Général de l’Empire de Russie ; 

Monsieur H. Lammasch, Professeur de Droit Pénal et de Droit 
International a l’Université de Vienne, Membre de la Chambre des 
Seigneurs du Parlement autrichien, et 

Son Excellence Monsieur F. De Martens, Docteur en Droit, Con- 
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seiller Privé, Membre Permanent du Conseil du Ministére des Affaires 
Etrangéres de Russie, Membre de |’Institut de France ; 

Attendu que par des circonstances imprévues le Tribunal d’Arbitrage 
ne put étre constitué définitivement que le 1° octobre 1903, les Arbitres, 
dans leur premiére réunion du méme jour, en procédant conformément 
a l’Article XXXIV de la Convention du 29 juillet 1899, a la nomina- 
tion du Président du Tribunal, ont élu comme tel Son Excellence Mon- 
sier Mourawieff, Ministre de la Justice ; 

Et attendu qu’en vertu des Protocoles de Washington du 7 mai 1903, 
les susmentionnés Arbitres, réunis en Tribunal d’Arbitrage, légalement 
constitué, devaient décider, conformément a l’Article I des Protocoles 
de Washington du 7 mai 1903, ce qui suit: 

“La question de savoir, si l’Allemagne, la Grande-Bretagne et I’Italie 
ont, ou n’ont pas, droit 4 un traitement préférentiel ou séparé pour le 
paiement de leurs réclamations contre le Vénézuela et la trancher sans 
appel ; 

Le Vénézuela ayant consenti a mettre de coté 30 pour cent de revenu 
des douanes de La Guayra et de Puerto Cabello pour le paiement des 
réclamations de toutes les nations contre le Vénézuela, le Tribunal de 
La Haye décidera comment ces recettes seront réparties entre les 
Puissances qui ont effectué le blocus d’une part, et les autres Puis- 
sances créanciéres d’autre part, et sa décision sera sans appel. 

Si un traitement préférentiel ou séparé n’est pas accordé aux Puis- 
sances bloquantes, le Tribunal décidera comment les susdits revenus 
seront répartis entre toutes les Puissances créanciéres; et les Parties 
conviennent que, dans ce cas, le Tribunal prendra en considération, 
par rapport aux paiements a effectuer au moyen de 30 pour cent tout 
droit de préférence ou de gage sur les revenus dont serait titulaire 
l'une quelconque des Puissances créanciéres, et le Tribunal tranchera 
en conséquence la question de répartition de fagon qu’aucune Puis- 
sance ne jouisse d’un traitement préférentiel, et sa décision sera sans 
appel.” 

Attendu que les susmentionnés Arbitres, ayant examiné avec im- 
partialité et soin tous les documents et actes, présentés au Tribunal 
d’Arbitrage par les Agents des Puissances intéressées dans ce litige, et 
ayant entendu avec la plus grande attention les plaidoiries orales, 
prononcées devant le Tribunal, par les Agents et Conseils der Parties 
en litige ; 

Considérant que le Tribunal, en examinant le présent litige devait 
se régler d’apreés les principes du droit international et les notions de la 
justice ; 

Considérant que les différents Protocoles signés 4 Washington depuis 
le 13 février 1903 et particuliérement les Protocoles du 7 mai 1903, 
dont la force obligatoire ne saurait étre mise en doute, forment la base 
légale de la sentence arbitrale ; 

Considérant que le Tribunal d’Arbitrage n’est nullement compétent 
ni pour contester la juridiction des commissions mixtes arbitrales, 
établies 4 Caracas, ni pour juger leur action; 
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Considérant que le Tribunal ne se reconnait absolument aucune 
compétence pour porter un jugement sur le caractére ou la nature des 
opérations militaires entreprises par l’Allemagne, la Grande-Bretagne 
et I’Italie contre le Vénézuela ; 

Considérant que le Tribunal d’Arbitrage n’était non plus appelé a 
décider si les trois Puissances bloquantes avaient épuisé dans leur 
conflit avec le Vénézuela tous les moyens pacifiques, afin de prévenir 
lemploi de la force ; 

Qu’il peut seulement constater le fait que depuis 1901 le Gouverne- 
ment du Vénézuela refusait catégoriquement de soumettre son conflit 
avec l’Allemagne et la Grande-Bretagne a l’arbitrage, proposé a 
plusieurs reprises et tout spécialement par la Note du Gouvernement 
Allemand du 16 juillet 1901; 

Considérant qu’aprés la guerre entre l’Allemagne, la Grande- 
Bretagne et I’Italie d’une part, et le Vénézuela d’autre part, aucun 
traité formel de paix no fut conclu entre les Puissances belligérantes ; 

Considérant que les Protocoles, signés 4 Washington le 13 février 
1903, n’avaient point réglé toutes les questions en litige entre les Parties 
belligérantes, en laissant particuliérement ouverte la question de la 
répartition des recettes des douanes de La Guayra et de Puerto 
Cabello ; 

Considérant que les Puissances belligérantes, en soumettant la ques- 
tion du traitement préférentiel par rapport a ces recettes au jugement 
du Tribunal d’Arbitrage, sont tombées d’accord que la sentence ar- 
bitrale doit servir a completer cette lacune et a assurer le rétablissement 
définitif de la paix entre elles ; 

Considérant d’une part que les opérations de guerre des trois grandes 
Puissances européenes contre le Vénézuela ont céssé avant qu’elles 
eussent regu satisfaction sur toutes leurs réclamations, et d’autre part, 
que la question du traitement préférentiel a été soumise a l’arbitrage, 
le Tribunal doit reconnaitre dans ces faits un témoignage précieux en 
faveur du grand principe de l’arbitrage dans toutes les phases des con- 
flits internationaux ; 

Considérant que les Puissances bloquantes, en admettant l’adhésion 
aux stipulations des Protocoles du 13 février 1903 des autres Puis- 
sances ayant des réclamations a l’egard du Vénézuela, ne pouvaient 
évidemment avoir l’intention de renoncer ni a leurs droits acquis, ni 
a leur position privilégiée de fait ; 

Considérant que le Gouvernement du Vénézuela dans les Protocoles 
du 13 février (article 1) reconnait lui-méme “en principe le bien-fondé 
des réclamations,’ présentées contre lui par les Gouvernements 
d’Allemagne, de Grande-Bretagne et d’Italie; 

Tandis que dans les Protocoles, signés entre le Vénézuela et les 
Puissances dites neutres ou pacifiques, le bien-fondé des réclamations 
de ces derniéres n’a point été reconnu en principe ; 

Considérant que le Gouvernement du Vénézuela jusqu’a la fin de 
janvier 1903 ne protestait nullement contre la prétention des Puissances 
bloquantes d’exiger des gages spéciaux pour le réglement de leurs 
réclamations ; 
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Considérant que le Vénézuela lui-méme faisait toujours durant les 
négociations diplomatiques une distinction formelle entre “les Puis- 
sances alliée,” et “les Puissances neutres ou pacifiques” ; 

Considérant que les Puissances neutres, qui réclament actuellement 
devant le Tribunal d’Arbitrage l’égalité dans la répartition de 30 pour 
cent des recettes des douanes de La Guayra et de Puerto Cabello, n’ont 
pas protesté contre la prétention des Puissances bloquantes a un 
traitement préférentiel, ni au moment de la cessation de la guerre 
contre le Vénézuela, ni immédiatement aprés la signature des Proto- 
coles du 13 février 1903 ; 

Considérant qu’il résulte des négociations diplomatiques, ayant abouti 
a la signature des Protocoles du 13 février et 7 mai 1903, que les 
Gouvernements Allemand et Britannique insistaient constamment sur 
ce qu’il leur soit donné des garanties pour “a sufficient and punctual dis- 
charge of the obligations’ (Mémorandum Britannique du 23 décembre 
1902, communiqué au Gouvernement des Etats-Unis d’Amérique) ; 

Considérant que le Plénipotentiaire du Gouvernement du Vénézuela 
accepta ces réserves de la part des Puissances alliées sans la moindre 
protestation ; 

Considérant que le Gouvernement du Vénézuela ne s’engagea, qu’a 
Végard des Puissances alliées, a offrir des garanties spéciales pour 
l'accomplissement des engagements pris par lui; 

Considérant que la bonne foi qui doit régir les relations inter- 
nationales impose le devoir de constater que les mots “all claims’ em- 
ployés par le Représentant du Gouvernement du Vénézuela dans ses 
pourparlers avec les Représentants des Puissances alliées (Statement 
left in the hands of Sir Michael H. Herbert by Mr. H. Bowen of 23 
January, 1903), ne pouvaient viser que les réclamations de ces derniéres 
et ne pouvaient se rapporter qu’a celles-ci; 

Considérant que les Puissances neutres, n’ayant pris aucune part 
aux opérations de guerre contre le Vénézuela, pourraient sous quelque 
rapport profiter des circonstances créées par ces opérations, sans toute- 
fais acquérir des droits nouveaux ; 

Considérant que les droits acquis des Puissances neutres ou pacifiques 
a Végard du Vénézuela restent a l’avenir absolument intacts et garantis 
par des arrangements internationaux respectifs ; 

Considérant qu’en vertu de l’Article V des Protocoles du 7 mai 1903, 
signés a Washington, le Tribunal “décidera aussi suivant la disposition 
générale, formulée par l’Article LVII de la Convention internationale 
du 29 juillet 1899, comment, quand et par qui les frais du présent ar- 
bitrage seront payés” ; 

Par ces motifs: 

ve Tribunal d’Arbitrage décide et prononce a l’unanimité ce qui 
suit : 

1°. L’Allemagne, la Grande-Bretagne et l’Italie ont droit a un traite- 
ment préférentiel pour le paiement de leurs réclamations contre le 
Vénézuela ; 

2°. Le Vénézuela ayant consenti a mettre de cété 30 pour cent du 
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revenu des douanes de La Guayra et de Puerto Cabello pour le 
paiement des réclamations de toutes les nations contre le Vénézuela, 
les trois Puissances susmentionées ont un droit de préférence au 
paiement de leurs réclamations au moyen de ces 30 pour cent des 
recettes des deux ports vénézuéliens sus-indiqués ; 
3°. Chaque Partie en litige supporte ses propres frais et une part 
égale des frais du Tribunal. 
Le Gouvernement des Etats-Unis d’Amérique est chargé de veiller a 
Vexécution de cette derniére disposition dans le délai de trois mois. 
Fait a la Haye, dans |’Hotel de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage, le 
22 février 1904. 
( Signé) N. MovurawleFF 
( ) H. LamMascu 
Co) MARTENS 


Agreement for Arbitration, May 7, 1903+ 


Von dem Kaiserlich Deutschen Gesandten Herrn Freiherrn Speck 
von Sternburg als Bevollmachtigten der Kaiserlich Deutschen 
Regierung und dem Gesandten der Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika 
Herrn Herbert W. Bowen als Bevollmachtigten der Venezolanischen 
Regierung ist zur Ausfithrung der Artikel 3 und 4 des deutsch- 
venezolanischen Protokolls vom 13. Februar 1903 nachstehendes 
Abkommen uber die zur Feststellung der deutschen Reklamationen 
berufene gemischte Kommission unterzeichnet worden: 


ARTIKEL I 


Die von der Kaiserlich Deutschen und der Venezolanischen 
Regierung zu ernennenden Mitglieder der gemischten Kommission 
treten am 1. Juni 1903 in Caracas zusammen. Der von dem Prasi- 
denten der Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika zu ernennende Obmann 
tritt sobald als mdglich, spatestens aber am 1. Juni 1903 in die Kom- 
mission ein. 

Der Obmann ist zu den Verhandlungen und Entscheidungen 
zuzuziehen, sobald das deutsche und das venezolanische Mitglied sich 
liber eine Frage nicht einigen konnen oder es sonst fiir angezeigt 
erachten. Bei Zuziehung des Obmanns fihrt dieser den Vorsitz. 

Wenn nach dem Zusammentritte der Kommission der Obmann oder 
eines der beiden anderen Mitglieder in Wegfall kommt, so soll dessen 
Nachfolger sofort in derselben Weise wie das weggefallene Mitglied 
ernannt werden. 

Das deutsche und das venezolanische Mitglied haben zu ihrer Un- 
terstiitzung bei den Kommissionsarbeiten je einen der deutschen und 
der spanischen Sprache machtigen Sekretar zu ernennen. 
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ARTIKEL II 


Vor Beginn ihrer Thatigkeit sollen der Obmann und die beiden 
anderen Mitglieder in feierlicher Weise einen Eid oder eine eides- 
stattliche Versicherung dahin ableisten, dass sie die ihnen unter- 
breiteten Reklamationen sorgfaltig priifen und unparteiisch nach den 
Grundsatzen der Gerechtigkeit sowie nach den Bestimmungen des 
Protokolls vom 13. Februar 1903 und des vorliegenden Abkommens 
entscheiden werden. Die Ableistung des Eides oder der eidesstatt- 
lichen Versicherung ist durch die Protokolle der Kommission fest- 
zustellen. 

Die Entscheidungen der Kommission tiber die Reklamationen sollen 
auf der Grundlage vollkommener Billigkeit sowie ohne Rticksicht auf 
Einwendungen technischer Art oder auf die Bestimmungen der 
Landesgesetzgebung erfolgen. Sie sind schriftlich in deutscher und 
spanischer Sprache abzufassen. Die zuerkannten Entschadigungsbe- 
trage mtissen angegeben werden als zahlbar in deutschem Golde oder 
dem Gegenwert in Silber, wie sich solcher zur Zeit der effektiven 
Zahlung in Caracas stellen wird. 


ARTIKEL III 


Die Reklamationen sind bei der Kommission von dem Kaiserlich 
Deutschen Gesandten in Caracas bis zum 1. Juli 1903 anzumelden. 
Diese Frist kann von der Kommission in geeigneten Fallen angemessen 
verlangert werden. Die Kommission hat tiber die einzelnen Reklama- 
tionen binnen sechs Monaten nach deren Anmeldung und sofern das 
deutsche und das venezolanische Mitglied sich nicht einigen, binnen 
sechs Monaten nach Zuziehung des Obmanns zu entscheiden. 

Die Kommission ist verpflichtet, vor der Entscheidung das ihr von 
dem Kaiserlich Deutschen Gesandten in Caracas und der Venezo- 
lanischen Regierung vorgelegte Beweismaterial sowie miindliche oder 
schriftliche Ausfuhrungen etwaiger Bevollmachtigten des Gesandten 
oder der Regierung entgegenzunehmen und einer sorgfaltigen 
Prifung zu unterziehen. 

Uber die Verhandlungen der Kommission haben die in Artikel 1 
Absatz 4 bezeichneten Sekretare genaue Protokolle in zwei gleichlau- 
tenden Ausfertigungen zu fiihren, die von ihnen und den an der 
Verhandlung beteiligten Mitgliedern der Kommission zu unter- 
zeichnen sind. Nach Beendigung der Kommissionsarbeiten ist je 
eine Ausfertigung dieser Protokolle der Kaiserlich Deutschen und der 
Venezolanischen Regierung zur Verfiigung zu stellen. 


ARTIKEL IV 


Soweit nicht die vorstehenden Artikel besondere Bestimmungen 
enthalten, kann die Kommission selbst das Verfahren in der ihr 
geeignet scheinenden Weise regeln. Insbesondere ist sie befugt, 
selbst die Erklarungen der Reklamanten oder ibrer etwaigen Bevoll- 


machtigten entgegenzunehmen und die erforderlichen Beweise zu 
erheben. 
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ARTIKEL V 


Der Obmann bezieht fiir seine Mithewaltung und Auslagen eine 
angemessene Entschadigung, die ebenso wie etwaige gemeinsame 
Kosten der Kommission von der Kaiserlich Deutschen und der 
Venezolanischen Regierung zu gleichem Anteile getragen wird. 

Die Entschadigungen, die den beiden anderen Mitgliedern und den 
Sekretaren der Kommission zu gewahren sind, werden von der 
Regierung getragen, von deren Seite diese Personen bestellt sind. 
Ebenso tragt jede Regierung die ihr sonsst etwa erwachsenden 
eigenen Kosten. 

So geschehen in doppelter Ausfertigung in deutscher und englischer 
Sprache zu Washington am siebten Mai. Eintausend neunhundert 
und drei. 


(L.S.) (gez.) STERNBURG 
(L. S.) (gez.) Herpert W. BowEN 


Protocol of February 13, 1903, between Germany and Venezuela for 
the Adjustment of Claims* 


Protokoll Zwischen dem Kaiserlich Deutschen Ausserordentlichen 
Gesandten und bevollmachtigten Minister Herrn Freiherrn Speck 
von Sternburg als Bevollmachtigten der Kaiserlich Deutschen 
Regierung und dem Gesandten der Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika 
Herrn Bowen als Bevollmachtigten der Venezolanischen Regierung 
ist zur Beilegung der zwischen Deutschland und Venezuela entstan- 
denen Streitigkeiten nachstehendes Protokoll abgeschlossen worden: 


ARTIKEL I 


Die Venezolanische Regierung erkennt im Prinzip die von der 
Kaiserlich Deutschen Regierung erhobenen Reklamationen deutscher 
Untertanen als berechtigt an. 


ARTIKEL II 


Die deutschen Reklamationen aus den venezolanischen Burger- 
kriegen von 1898 bis 1900 belaufen sich auf 1,718,815.67 Bolivares. 
Die Venezolanische Regierung verpflichtet sich von diesem Betrag Pf. 
Sterling 5,500 = 137,500 Bolivares (Fiinftausend fiinfhundert Pfund 
Sterling = Einhundert sieben und dreissig tausend fiinfhundert Boli- 
vares) sofort bar zu bezahlen und zur Tilgung des Restes ftinf am 15 
Marz, 15 April, 15 Mai, 15 Juni und 15 Juli 1903 an den Kaiserlich 
Deutschen Gesandten in Caracas zahlbare Wechsel tiber entsprechende 
Teilbetrage einzulésen, die Herr Bowen sofort ausstellen und Herrn 
Freiherrn von Sternburg iibergeben wird. Sollte die Venezolanische 
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Regierung diese Wechsel nicht einlésen, so soll die Zahlung aus den 
Zolleinkiinften von La Guaira und Puerto Cabello erfolgen, und soll 
die Zollverwaltung in den beiden Hafen bis zur vollstandigen Tilgung 
der erwahnten Schulden belgischen Zollbeamten tbertragen werden. 


ARTIKEL III 


Die in den Artikeln II und VI nicht erwahnten deutschen Reklama- 
tionen, insbesondere die Reklamationen, welche aus dem gegenwartigen 
venezolanischen Birgerkriege herriihren, ferner die Ansprtiche der 
Deutschen Grossen Venezuela Eisenbahn-Gesellschaft gegen die 
Venezolanische Regierung wegen Befoérderung von Personen und 
Guitern sowie die aus dem Bau eines Schlachthauses in Caracas entstan- 
denen Forderungen en des Ingenieurs Karl Henckel in Hamburg und 
der Aktiengesellschaft fiir Beton-und Monierban in Berlin werden 
einer gemischten Kommission tiberwiesen. 

Diese Kommission hat sowohl tber materielle Berechtigung der 
einzelnen Forderungen wie tiber deren Hohe zu entscheiden. Bei den 
Reklamationen wegen widerrechtlicher Beschadigung oder Wegnahme 
von Eigentum erkennt tiberdies die Venezolanische Regierung ihre 
Haftpflicht im Prinzip an, dergestalt, dass die Kommission nicht tiber 
die Frage der Haftpflicht, sondern lediglich uber die Widerrechtlich- 
keit der Beschadigung oder Wegnahme sowie tiber die Hohe der 
Entschadigung zu befinden hat. 


ARTIKEL IV 


Die im Artikel III erwahnte gemischte Kommission hat ihren Sitz 
in Caracas. Sie setzt sich zusammen aus je einem von der Kaiserlich 
Deutschen und der Venezolanischen Regierung zu ernennenden Mit- 
glied. Die Ernennung hat bis zum 1, Mai 1903 zu erfolgen. Soweit 
sich die beiden Mitglieder tber die erhobenen Ansprtiche einigen, ist 
ihre Entscheidung als entgitiltig anzusehen, soweit eine Einigung unter 
ihnen nicht zu stande kommt, ist zur Entscheidung ein Obmann 
zuzuziehen, der von dem Prdsidenten der Vereinigten Staaten von 
Amerika ernannt wird. 

ARTIKEL V 


Zur Befriedigung der im Artikel III bezeichneten, Reklamationen 
sowie der gleichartigen Forderungen anderer Machte wird die Vene- 
zolanische Regierung vom 1 Marz 1903, ab monatlich 30% der 
Zolleinkunfte von La Guaira und Puerto Cabello unter Ausschluss 
jeder anderen Verftigung dem Vertreter der Bank von England in 
Caracas tberweisen. Sollte die WVenezolanische Regierung dieser 
Verpflichtung nicht nachkommen, so soll die Zollverwaltung in den 
beiden Hafen bis zur vollstandigen Befriedigung der vorstehend 
erwahnten Forderungen belgischen Zollbeamten iibertragen werden. 

Alle Streitfragen in Ansehung der Verteilung der im Absatz 1 
bezeichneten Zolleinktinfte sowie in Ansehung des Rechts Deutsch- 
lands, Gross-Britanniens und Italiens auf gesonderte Befriedigung ihrer 
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Reklamationen sollen in Ermangelung eines anderweitigen Abkommens 
durch den standigen Schiedshof im Haag entschieden werden. An 
dem Schiedsverfahren kénnen sich alle anderen interessierten Staaten 
den genannten drei Machten gegeniiber als Partei beteiligen. 


ARTIKEL VI 


Die Venezolanische Regierung verpflichtet sich, die zum gréssten Teil 
in deutschen Handen befindliche 5 prozentige venezolanische Anleihe 
von 1896 zugleich mit ihrer gesamten auswartigen Schuld in befriedi- 
gender Weise neu zu regeln. Bei dieser Regelung sollen die fiir den 
Schuldendienst zu verwendenden Staatseinkiinfte unbeschadet der dies- 
beztiglich bereits bestehenden Verpflichtungen bestimmt werden. 


ARTIKEL VII 


Die von den deutschen Seestreitkraften weggenommenen venezo- 
lanischen Kriegs-und Handelsfahrzeuge werden in dem Zustande, in 
dem sie sich gegenwartig befinden, der Venezolanischen Regierung 
zuruckgegeben. Aus der Wegnahme dieser Schiffe wie aus deren 
Aufbewahrung konnen keine Entschadigungsanpriiche hergeleitet 
werden. Auch wird ein Ersatz fiir Beschadigung oder Vernichtung 
der Schiffe nicht gewahrt. 

ArTIKEL VIII 


Nach Unterzeichnung dieses Protokolles soll die ttber die venezo- 
lanischen Hafen verhangte Blockade gemeinsam mit den Regierungen 
Gross-Britanniens und Italiens aufgehoben werden. Auch werden die 
diplomatischen Beziehungen zwischen der Kaiserlich Deutschen und 
der Venezolanischen Regierung wieder aufgenommen. 

So geschehen in doppelter Ausfertigung in deutscher und englischer 
Sprache zu Washington am dreizehnten Februar Eintausand neunhun- 
dert und drei. 

(L. S.) (gez.) Hersert W. BowENn 
(L. S.) (gez.) H. STERNBURG 


Protocol of February 17, 1903, between the United States of America 
and Venezuela for the Adjustment of Claims* 


Los Estados Unidos de América y la Republica de Venezuela, por 
medio de sus representantes, John Hay, Secretario de Estado de los 
Estados Unidos de América, y Herbert W. Bowen, Plenipotenciario 
de la Republica de Venezuela, han convenido en el siguiente protécolo, 
que han firmado. 

ArtTicuto I 


Todas las reclamaciones poseidas por ciudadanos de los Estados 
Unidos de América contra la Reptblica de Venezuela, que no hayan 
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sido arregladas por la via diplomatica 6 por arbitraje entre los dos 
Gobiernos, y que hubieren sido presentadas por el Departamento de 
Estado de los Estados Unidos 6 por su Legacién en Caracas 4 la Comi- 
sin abajo mencionada, seran examinadas y decididas por una Comi- 
sion Mixta, que celebrara sus sesiones en Caracas, y que se compondra 
de dos miembros, uno de los cuales sera nombrado por el Presidente 
de los Estados Unidos, y el otro por el Presidente de Venezuela. 

Se conviene en que tercero en discordia podra ser nombrado por 
la Reina de los Paises Bajos. Si uno de dichos comisionados 6 el ter- 
cero en discordia dejare de ejercer sus funciones, sera nombrado en el 
acto su sucesor del mismo modo que el antecesor de éste. Dichos comi- 
sionados y tercero en discordia deben ser nombrados antes del dia 
primero de mayo de 1903. 

Los comisionados y el tercero en discordia se reuniran en la ciudad 
de Caracas el dia primero de junio de 1903. El tercero en discordia 
presidira sus deliberaciones, y tendra facultad para dirimir cualquier 
cuestién sobre la que no puedan avenirse los comisionados. Antes de 
empezar 4 ejercer las funciones de su cargo, los comisionados y el 
tercero en discordia prestaran solemne juramento de examinar con 
cuidado, y de decidir imparcialmente, con arreglo a la justicia y a las 
estipulaciones de esta convencion, todas las reclamaciones que se les 
sometieren, y tales juramentos se asentaran en su libro de actas. Los 
comisionados, 6 en caso de que éstos no puedan avenirse, el tercero 
en discordia decidira todas las reclamaciones con arreglo absoluto a 
la equidad, sin reparar en objeciones técnicas, ni en las disposiciones 
de la legislacion local. 

Las decisiones de la comisién, y en caso de su desavenencia, las del 
tercero en discordia, seran definitivas y concluyentes. Se estenderan 
por escrito. Todas las cantidades falladas seran pagaderas en moneda 
de oro de los Estados Unidos 6 en su equivalente en plata. 


Articuto II 


Los comisionados 6 el tercero en discordia, segtin el caso, investiga- 
ran y decidiran tales reclamaciones con arreglo tnicamente 4a las prue- 
bas 6 informes suministrados por los respectivos Gobiernos, 6 en 
nombre de éstos. Tendran obligacion de recibir y considerar todos los 
documentos 6 exposiciones escritas que les fueren presentadas por los 
respectivos Gobiernos, 6 en su nombre, en apoyo 6 en refutacién de 
cualquiera reclamacion, y de oir los argumentos orales 6 escritos que 
hiciere el agente de cada Gobierno sobre cada reclamacion. En caso 
de que dejen de avenirse sus opiniones sobre cualquiera reclamacion, 
decidira el tercero en discordia. 

Cada reclamacion se presentara formalmente 4 los comisionados den- 
tro de treinta dias contados desde la fecha de su primera reunién, 4 
menos que los comisionados 6 el tercero en discordia prorroguen, en 
algtin caso, por un término que no exceda de tres meses, el periodo 
concedido para presentar la reclamacién. Los comisionados tendran 
obligacién de examinar y decidir todas las reclamaciones dentro de 
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seis meses contados desde el dia en que hubieren sido formalmente 
presentadas por primera vez, y en caso de su desavenencia, examinara 
y decidira el tercero en discordia dentro de un periodo correspondiente 
contado desde la fecha de tal desavenencia. 


Articuto III 


Los comisionados y el tercero en discordia llevaran un registro ex- 
acto de todas sus deliberaciones y acuerdos. Para ese objeto, cada 
comisionado nombrara un secretario versado en el idioma de cada pais 
para que le ayude en el despacho de los negocios que pendieren ante 
la comisiOn. Salvo las estipulaciones del presente protdcolo, toda cues- 
tion de procedimiento se remitira a la resoluciOn de la comisidn, 6 en 
caso de su desavenencia, a la del tercero en discordia. 


ArTicuLo IV 


Una retribucién equitativa sera pagada por las partes contratantes, 
en partes iguales, a los comisionados y al tercero en discordia por sus 
servicios y gastos, y también se satisfaran de la misma manera, los 
demas gastos del arbitraje. 


ArRTIicULO V 


Con el fin de pagar el importe total de las reclamaciones que se 
hayan de decidir de la manera que queda dicha, y otras reclamaciones 
de ciudadanos 6 subditos de otros Estados, el Gobierno de Venezuela 
reservara, y no enajenara para ningun otro objeto (empezando desde 
el mes de marzo de 1903) un treinta por ciento, en pagos mensuales, 
de las rentas aduanales de la Guaira y Puerto Cabello, y el dinero asi 
reservado sera distribuido con arreglo al fallo del Tribunal de la 
Haya. 

En caso de que no se cumpla el susodicho convenio, empleados bel- 
gas quedaran encargados del cobro de los derechos de aduana de am- 
bos puertos, y los administraran hasta que se hayan cumpeido las obli- 
gaciones del Come de Venezuela respecto de las referidas reclama- 
ciones. La remisién al Tribunal de la Haya de la cuestién arriba 
expuesta sera objeto de un protocolo separado. 


ArTicuLo VI 


Todas las sumas falladas 4 favor de ciudadanos de los Estados 
Unidos, que no se hayan satisfecho, seran pagadas con puntualidad, 
conforme a las disposiciones de los respectivos fallos. 

Washington, D. C. February 17, 1903. 


Joun Hay [SEAL] 
Herspert W. Bowen [SEAL] 
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Award of the Tribunal, May 22, 1905* 


Attendu qu’aux termes de Protocoles, signés 4 Tokyo le 28 aott 
1902, un désaccord s’est produit, entre le Gouvernement du Japon 
d’une part et les Gouvernements d’Allemagne, de France et de Grande- 
Bretagne d’autre part, touchant le sens réel et la portée des dispositions 
suivantes des traités respectifs et autres engagements existant entre 
eux, c’est-a-dire: 

Paragraphe 4 de l’Article XVIII du Traité de Commerce et de 
Navigation du 4 avril 1896 entre le Japon et l’Allemagne: “Sobald 
diese Einverleibung erfolgt” [c’est-a-dire: quand les divers quartiers 
étrangers qui existent au Japon auront été incorporés dans les com- 
munes respectives du Japon] “sollen die bestehenden, zeitlich 
unbegrenzten Ueberlassungsvertrage, unter welchen jetzt in den 
gedachten Niederlassungen Grundstticke besessen werden, bestatigt 
und hinsichtlich dieser Grundstiicke sollen keine Bedingungen irgend 
einer anderen Art auferlegt werden, als sie in den bestehenden Ueber- 
lassungsvertragen enthalten sind” ;—et § 3 de la communication com- 
plementaire de méme date du Secrétaire d’Etat des Affaires Etrangéres 
de l’Empire d’Allemagne au Ministre du Japon a Berlin: “3. dass, da 
das Eigenthum an den im Artikel XVIII des Vertrages erwahnten 
Niederlassungsgrundstiicken dem Japanischen Staate verbleibt, die 
Besitzer oder deren Rechtsnachfolger ftir ihre Grundstticke ausser 
dem kontraktmassigen Grundzins Abgaben oder Steuern irgend 
welcher Art nicht zu entrichten haben werden,” et l’alinéa suivant de 
la réponse du Ministre du Japon de méme date a la précédente com- 
munication: “dass die darin unter Nummer 1 bis 4 zum Ausdruck 
gebrachten Voraussetzungen, welche den Erwerb dinglicher Rechte an 
Grundstticken, die Errichtung von Waaren haiisern, die Steuerfreiheit 
der Grundstucke in den Fremdenniederlassungen und die Erhaltung 
wohlerworbener Rechte nach Ablauf des Vertrages zum Gegenstande 
haben, in allen Punkten zutreffend sind”; 

Paragraphe 4 de l’Article XXI du Traité revisé du 4 aotit 1896 
entre le Japon et la France: “Lorsque les changements ci-dessus 
indiqués auront été effectués” [c’est-a-dire: lorsque les divers quar- 
tiers étrangers qui existent au Japon auront été incorporés aux com- 
munes respectives du Japon et feront dés lors partie du systéme 
municipal du Japon; et lorsque les autorités japonais compétentes 
auront assumé toutes les obligations et tous les devoirs municipaux, 
et que les fonds et biens municipaux qui pourraient appartenir a ces 
quartiers auront été transférés aux dites autorités], “les baux a 
perpétuité en vertu desquels les étrangers possédent actuellement des 
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propriétés dans les quartiers seront confirmés, et les propriétés de cette 
nature ne donneront lieu a aucuns impots, taxes, charges, contributions 
ou conditions quelconques autres que ceux expressément stipulés dans 
les baux en question” ; 

Paragraphe 4 de l’Article XVIII du Traité revisé du 16 juillet 1894 
entre le Japon et la Grande-Bretagne: “When such incorporation 
takes place” [c’est-a-dire: quand les divers quartiers étrangers qui 
existent au Japon auront été incorporés aux communes respectives du 
Japon], “existing leases in perpetuity under which property is now 
held in the said settlements shall be confirmed, and no conditions what- 
soever other than those contained in such existing leases shall be im- 
posed in respect of such property” ; 

Attendu que les Puissances en litige sont tombées d’accord pour 
soumettre leur différend a la décision d’un Tribunal d’Arbitrage, 

qu’en vertu des Protocoles susmentionnés, 

les Gouvernements d’Allemagne, de France et de Grande-Bretagne 
ont désigné pour Arbitre Monsieur Louis Renault, Ministre Plénipo- 
tentiaire, Membre de I’Institut de France, Professeur a la Faculté de 
droit de Paris, Jurisconsulte du Département des Affaires Etrangéres, 
et 

le Gouvernement du Japon a désigné pour Arbitre Son Excellence 
Monsieur Itchiro Motono, Envoyé Extraordinaire et Ministre Pléni- 
potentiaire de Sa Majesté l’Empereur du Japon a Paris, Docteur en 
droit, 

que les deux Arbitres sus-nommés ont choisi pour Surarbitre Mon- 
sieur Gregers Gram, ancien Ministre d’Etat de Norvége, Gouverneur 
de Province ; 

Attendu que le Tribunal ainsi composé a pour mission de statuer, 
en dernier ressort, sur la question suivante: 

Oui ou non, les dispositions des traités et autres engagements ci- 
dessus mentionnés exemptent-elles seulement les terrains possédés 
en vertu des baux perpétuels concédés par le Gouvernement Japonais 
ou en son nom,—ou bien exemptent-elles les terrains et les batiments 
de toute nature construits ou qui pourraient étre construits sur ces 
terrains,—de tous impots, taxes, charges, contributions ou conditions 
quelconques autres que ceux expressément stipulés dans les baux en 
question ? 

Attendu que le Gouvernement Japonais soutient que les terrains 
seuls sont, dans la mesure qui vient d’étre indiquée, exemptés du paie- 
ment d’impots et autres charges, 

que les Gouvernements d’Allemagne, de France et de Grande- 
Bretagne prétendent, au contraire, que les batiments, construits sur ces 
terrains, jouissent de la méme exemption, 

Attendu que, pour se rendre compte de la nature et de 1’étendue des 
engagements contractés de part et d’autre par les baux a perpétuite, 
il faut recourir a divers arrangements et conventions intervenus, sous 
le régime des anciens traités, entre les autorités japonaises et les 
représentants de plusieurs Puissances, 
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Attendu que de ces actes et des stipulations insérées dans les baux 
il résulte: 

que le Gouvernement Japonais avait consenti a préter son concours 
4 la création de quartiers étrangers dans certaines villes et ports du 
Japon, ouverts aux ressortissants d’autres nations, 

que, sur les terrains désignés a l’usage des étrangers dans les 
différentes localités, le Gouvernement Japonais a exécuté, a ses frais, 
des travaux en vue de faciliter l’occupation urbaine, 

que les étrangers n’étant pas, d’aprés les principes du droit japonais, 
admis a acquérir la propriété de terrains situés dans le pays, le 
Gouvernement leur a donné les terrains en location a perpétuité, 

que les baux déterminent |’étendue des lots de terre loués et stipulent 
une rente annuelle fixe, calculée a raison de l’espace loué, 

qu’il fut convenue qu’en principe les quartiers étrangers resteraient 
en dehors du systéme municipal du Japon, mais qu’au reste, ils 
n’étaient pas soumis a une organisation uniforme, 

qu'il était arrété, par voie de réglements, comment il serait pourvu 
aux diverses fonctions de l’administration et qu’il était prescrit que les 
détenteurs des terrains seraient tenus de subvenir partiellement aux 
frais de la municipalité a l’aide de redevances dont le montant et le 
mode de perception étaient déterminés, 

Attendu qu’on s’expliquerait bien le soin apporté dans la rédaction 
des dits actes en vue de préciser les obligations de toute nature incom- 
bant aux étrangers vis a vis du Gouvernement Japonais, s’il était 
entendu que la rente annuelle représentat, non seulement le prix de la 
location, mais aussi la contrepartie des impots dont les preneurs eussent 
été redevables a raison de la situation créée a leur profit par les baux 
et que, par conséquent, ils n’auraient, en cette qualité, a supporter que 
les impots et charges qui étaient expressément mentionnés dans les dits 
baux, 

Attendu qu-au reste, il n’est pas contesté que ce ne soit la le véritable 
sens de ces actes, en tant qu’il s’agit des terrains, mais que le Gouverne- 
ment Japonais allégue que les baux n’avaient pour objet que les 
terrains nus et qu’il n’admet pas que les constructions, élevées sur les 
terrains, fussent comprises dans les stipulations sur lesquelles l’exemp- 
tion des impots serait fondée, 

qu'il a allégué que les terrains seuls appartenaient au Gouvernement, 
les constructions étant, au contraire, la propriété des preneurs, et qu’en 
conséquence l’immunité dont il est question ne pouvait s’étendre qu’aux 
immeubles qui n’étaient pas sortis du patrimoine de 1’Etat, 

Attendu que, toutefois, la question qu’il s’agit de décider est celle de 
savoir si, att point de vue fiscal, les constructions élevées sur les 
terrains loués étaient, de commun accord, considérées comme acces- 
soires de ces terrains, ou non, et que a solution de cette question ne 
dépend pas de distinctions tirées d’une prétendue différence quant a 
la propriété des immeubles, 

que le Tribunal ne saurait donc s’arréter a la discussion engagée a ce 
sujet et fondée sur les principes du droit civil, 
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Attendu que les terrains étaient loués pour y construire des maisons, 
ce qui est indiqué, a la fois, par la situation des immeubles et par la 
nature des aménagements effectués par le Gouvernement Japonais, 

que l’obligation d’ériger des batiments était, dans certaines localités, 
imposée sous peine de déchéance, que les baux contenaient souvent 
une clause, aux termes de laquelle les batiments, qui se trouveraient 
sur les terrains, deviendraient la propriété du Gouvernement Japonais, 
au cas ott le preneur aurait manqué a ses engagements, 

Attendu qu'il faut admettre que les circonstances qui viennent d’étre 
relatées offrent des arguments a l’encontre de la prétention que le sol 
et les constructions constituent, dans les relations entre les parties et 
au point de vue fiscal, des objets entiérement distincts, 

Attendu qu’en intervenant aux dits actes, le Gouvernement du Japon 
a agi, non seulement en propriétaire des terrains donnés en location, 
mais aussi comme investi du pouvoir souverain du pays, 

Attendu que la volonté des parties faisait, par conséquent, la loi en 
la matiére et que, pour établir comment les actes ont été réellement 
interprétés, il faut s’en rapporter au traitement auquel les détenteurs 
des terrains ont été, au point de vue des impdts, soumis, en fait, dans 
les différentes localités, 

Attendu, a cet égard, qu’il est constant que, suivant une pratique qui 
n’a pas varié et qui a existé durant une longue série d’années, non 
seulement les terrains en question, mais aussi les batiments élevés sur 
ces terrains, ont été exemptés de tous impots, taxes, charges, con- 
tributions ou conditions autres que ceux expressément stipulés dans 
les baux a perpétuité, 

Attendu que le Gouvernement du Japon soutient, il est vrai, que cet 
état de choses, de méme que l’immunité fiscale dont jouissaient en 
général les étrangers dans le pays, n’était di qu’a la circonstance que 
les tribunaux consulaires refusaient de donner la sanction nécessaire 
aux lois fiscales du pays, 

Attendu que, toutefois, cette prétention est dépourvue de preuves et 
qu’il n’est pas méme allégué que le Gouvernement Japonais ait jamais 
fait, vis A vis des Gouvernements d’Allemagne, de France et de Grande- 
Bretagne, des réserves a l’effet de maintenir les droits qu’il dit avoir 
été lésés, 

que, bien qu’il ait été allégué que l’immunité dont les étrangers 
jouissaient, en fait, au point de vue des impots, sous le régime des 
anciens traités, était générale et qu’elle s’étendait aux étrangers 
résidant en dehors des concessions en question, il résulte pourtant des 
renseignements fournis au sujet de détenteurs d’immeubles—terrains 
et maisons—a Hiogo, que ladite régle n’a pas été d’une application 
universelle, 

que, dans tous les cas, la situation de fait n’est pas douteuse, de 
quelque facgon qu’on l’explique, 

Attendu, au point de vue de l’interprétation des dispositions des 
nouveaux traités au sujet desquelles il y a contestation entre les 
Parties, 
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que la rédaction de l’article 18 du traité entre la Grande-Bretagne 
et le Japon—traité antérieur aux deux autres—avait été précédée de 
propositions tendant 4 mettre les étrangers, détenteurs de terrains, 
sur le méme pied que les sujets japonais, tant au point de vue de la 
propriété des immeubles qui leur avaient été concédés en location que 
pour ce qui concerne le paiement de taxes et d’imp6ts, mais qu’on est 
ensuite tombé d’accord sur le maintien du régime qui jusqu’alors avait 
été pratiqué, 

que le Gouvernement Japonais prétend, il est vrai, que la question 
de maintenir le status quo ne se rapportait qu’aux terrains, mais que 
cette prétention ne se trouve pas justifiée par les expressions employées 
au cours des négociations, 

qu’au contraire, le représentant du Gouvernement Japonais qui a pris 
initiative pour arriver a un accord dans ce sens s’est borné a proposer 
le maintien du status quo dans les concessions étrangéres (maintenance 
of the status quo in the foreign settlements), 

qu’il n’est pas a présumer que le délégué de la Grande-Bretagne, en 
présentant un projet élaboré sur la base de ladite proposition, ait 
entendu faire une restriction concernant les constructions, que cela 
ne résulte, ni des mots insérés dans le procés-verbal, ni du contenu de 
article par lui proposé, 

que, pour maintenir intégralement le status quo, il ne suffirait pas 
d’admettre que l’immunité fiscale, qui jusqu’a cette époque s’étendait, 
tant sur les terrains. que sur les constructions, dans les quartiers 
étrangers, serait maintenue pour le sol seulement et qu’elle cesserait 
d’exister pour ce qui concerne les maisons, 

qu’il doit surtout en étre ainsi lorsqu’on considére que, pour se con- 
former a ce qui était convenu, les Parties ne se sont pas bornées a 
formuler une disposition au sujet de la confirmation des baux, mais 
qu’elles ont ajouté qu’aucunes conditions, sauf celles contenues dans 
les baux en vigueur, ne seront imposées relativement a une telle 
propriété (no conditions whatsoever other than those contained in such 
existing leases shall be imposed in respect of such property), 

que cette derniére clause et rédigée d’une fagon encore plus expli- 
cite dans le traité avec la France, 

Attendu qu’au surplus, dans les clauses dont il s’agit, les Puissances 
n’ont pas parlé de terrains, comme elles auraient di nécessairement le 
faire si ’immunité, contrairement a ce qui avait été pratiqué jusque 
la, avait di étre restreinte aux terrains, 

qu’elles ont, au contraire, employé des expressions assez larges pour 
comprendre dans son ensemble la situation faite par les baux aux 
preneurs, 

Attendu que le Tribunal ne saurait, non plus, admettre que les notes 
échangées entre les Gouvernements d’Allemagne et du Japon, au mo- 
ment de la conclusion du nouveau traité, contiennent des explications 
de nature a placer |’Allemagne dans des conditions moins avantageuses 
que les deux autres Puissances, 

que le Gouvernement du Japon a surtout voulu tirer argument de ce 
que le Gouvernement Allemand a fondé l’immunité fiscale sur ce qu’il 
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est interdit aux étrangers d’acquérir la propriété de terrains situés au 
Japon, mais qu’a cet égard il faut considérer qu’en fait les construc- 
tions avaient toujours eu le caractére de dépendances des terrains au 
point de vue des impéts, et qu’il n’est pas 4 présumer que le Gouverne- 
ment Allemand ait entendu renoncer aux avantages consentis en faveur 
de la Grande-Bretagne par le nouveau traité, ce qui serait d’ailleurs en 
contradiction avec la clause assurant a l’Allemagne le traitement de la 
nation la plus favorisée, 


Par ces Motirs: 


Le Tribunal d’Arbitrage, a la majorité des voix, décide et déclare: 

Les dispositions des traités et autres engagements mentionnés dans 
les protocoles d’arbitrage n’exemptent pas seulement les terrains 
possédés en vertu des baux perpétuels concédés par le Gouvernement 
Japonais ou en son nom, mais elles exemptent les terrains et les bati- 
ments de toute nature construits ou qui pourraient étre construits sur 
ces terrains, de tous impots, taxes, charges, contributions ou conditions 
quelconques autres que ceux expressément stipulés dans les baux en 
question. 

Fait a la Haye, dans 1|’Hotel de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage, le 
22 mai 1905. 
(Signé) G. Gram 
(eee dig dec RENAULT 


Au moment de procéder a la signature de la présente Sentence arbi- 
trale, usant de la faculté que me confére l’article 52, alinéa 2, de la 
Convention pour le réglement pacifique des contlits mternationaus, 
conclue a la Haye le 29 juillet 1899, je tiens 4 constater mon dissenti- 
ment absolu avec la majorité du Tribunal, en ce qui concerne les 
motifs comme le dispositif de la Sentence. 

(Signé) I. Motono 


Agreement for Arbitration between Germany and Japan, August 28, 
r902" ‘ 


In der Erwagung, 

dass zwischen den Regierungen von Deutschland, Frankreich und 
Grossbritannien einerseits und der Japanischen Regierung andrer- 
seits ein Streitfall ttber den wahren Sinn und die Bedeutung der 
nachstehend aufgeftihrten Bestimmungen der zwischen ihnen abge- 
schlossenen Vertrage und anderen Vereinbarungen entstanden ist, 
namlich: 

Artikel XVIII, Absatz 4, des Handels—und Schiffahrtsvertrages 
zwischen dem Deutschen Reich und Japan vom 4. April, 1896: 

“Sobald diese Einverleibung erfolgt” [das heisst, sobald die ein- 
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zelnen Fremdenniederlassungen in Japan den betreffenden Japanischen 
Gemeinden einverleibt sein werden], “sollen die bestehenden, zeitlich 
umbegrenzten Ueberlassungsvertrage, unter welchen jetzt in den ge- 
dachten Niederlassungen Grundstiicke besessen werden, bestatigt und 
hinsichtlich dieser Grundstiicke sollen keine Bedingungen irgend einer 
anderen Art Auferlegt werden, als sie in den bestehenden Ueberlas- 
sungsvertragen enthalten sind”; 

ferner, Ziffer 3 der Note des Kaiserlich Deutschen Staatssekretars 
des Auswartigen Amts vom selben Tage an den Kaiserlich Japanischen 
Gesandten in Berlin: 

“3. dass, da das Eigenthum an den im Artikel XVIII des Vertrages 
erwahnten Niederlassungsgrundstiicken dem Japanischen Staate ver- 
bleibt, die Besitzer oder deren Rechtsnachfolger ftir ihre Grundstticke 
ausser dem kontraktmassigen Grundzins Abgaben oder Steuern irgend 
welcher Art nicht zu entrichten haben werden” ; 

Und im Absatz 1 der Erwiderung des Japanischen Gesandten vom 
selben Tage auf die vorhergehende Note: 

“das die darin unter Nummer 1 bis 4 zum Ausdruck gebrachten 
Voraussetzungen, welche den Erwerb dinglicher Rechte an Grund- 
stiicken, die Errichtung von Waarenhausern, die Steuerfreiheit der 
Grundstticke in den Fremdenniederlassungen und die Erhaltung woh- 
lerworbener Rechte nach Ablauf des Vertrages zum Gegenstande 
haben, in allen Punkten zutreffend sind”; 

Artikel XXI, Absatz 4, des revidirten Vertrages Zwischen Frank- 
reich und Japan vom 4. August, 1896: 

“Lorsque les changements ci-dessus indiqués auront été efectués” 
[das heisst: sobald die einzelnen Fremdenniederlassungen in Japan 
den betreffenden Japanischen Gemeinden einverleibt sein und Bestand- 
theile der Japanischen Gemeinden bilden werden; und sobald die 
zustandigen Japanischen Behorden alle municipalen Verbindlichkeiten 
und Verpflichtungen tbernommen haben un die municipalen Gelder 
und Vermogensgegenstande, welche diesen Niederlassungen gehGren, 
den genannten Japanischen Behorden tbergeben sein werden], “les 
baux a perpétuité en vertu desquels les étrangers possédent actuelle- 
ment des propriétés dans les quartiers seront confirmés, et les pro- 
prictés de cette nature ne donneront lieu 4 aucuns impoéts, taxes, 
charges, contributions ou conditions queleonques autres ate ceux ex- 
pressément stipulés dans les baux en question”; und =. 

Artikel XVIII, Absatz 4, des revidirten Vertrages vom 16. Juli, 
1894, zwischen Grossbritannien und Japan: 

“When such incorporation takes place” [das heisst: sobald die 
einzelnen Fremdenniederlassungen in Japan den betreffenden Japanis- 
chen Gemeinden einverleibt sein werden], “existing leases in per- 
petuity under which property is now held in the said Settlements shall 
be confirmed, and no conditions whatsoever other than those contained 
in such existing leases shall be imposed in respect of such property”; 

In der Erwagung, 

dass der Streitfall auf gewohnlichem diplomatischen Wege nicht 
erledigt werden kann; 
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Und in der Erwagung, 

dass die betheiligten Machte, welche Signatarmachte des Haager 
Abkommens zur friedlichen Erledigung internationaler Streitfalle 
sind, beschlossen haben, den Streitfall dadurch zu erledigen, dass sie 
denselben in Gemassheit der Bestimmungen des vorerwahnten Abkom- 
mens einem unparteiischen Schiedsgericht unterbreiten ; 

haben die genannten Regierungen zur Ausfithrung dieses Ent- 
schlusses die nachstehenden Vertreter, namlich: 

die Regierung von Deutschland: 

den Ausserordentlichen Gesandten und Bevollmachtigten Minister 
Seiner Majestat des Deutschen Kaisers, K6nigs von Preussen, Herrn 
Grafen von Arco Valley; 

die Regierung von Frankreich: 

den Bevollmachtigten Minister, Geschaftstrager von Frankreich, 
Herrn G. Dubail; 

die Regierung von Grossbritannien: 

den Ausserordentlichen Gesandten und Bevollmachtigten Minister 
Seiner Majestat des K6nigs von Grossbritannien, Sir Claude Maxwell 
Macdonald, G.C.M.G., K.C.B.; 

die Regierung von Japan: 

den Minister der Auswartigen Angelegenheiten Seiner Majestat des 
Kaisers von Japan, Herrn Baron Komura Jutaro; 

ermachtigt, das nachstehende Protokoll abzuschliessen: 

I. Die an dem Streitfall betheiligten Regierungen kommen dahin 
uberein, dass das Schiedsgericht, welchem der Streitfall zur endgiilti- 
gen Entscheidung vorzulegen ist, aus drei Mitgliedern bestehen soll, 
die dem standigen Schiedshof im Haag angehoren und in nachstehen- 
der Weise zu bestimmen sind: 

Jede Partei hat sobald wie moglich, jedenfalls nicht spater als zwei 
Monate nach dem Datum dieses Protokolls, einen Schiedsrichter zu 
ernennen, und die beiden so ernannten Schiedsrichter haben gemein- 
schaftlich einen Obmann zu wahlen. Wenn die beiden Schiedsrichter 
zwei Monate nach ihrer Ernennung einen Obmann noch nicht gewahlt 
haben, so soll Seine Majestat der Konig von Schweden und Nor- 
wegen gebeten werden, einen Obmann zu ernennen. 

II. Die Streitfrage, ttber welche die in diesem Schiedsverfahren 
streitenden Parteien eine endgiiltige Entscheidung des Schiedsgerichts 
erbitten, ist folgende: 

Befreien die vorerwahnten Bestimmungen der Vertrage und tbrigen 
Vereinbarungen lediglich den Grund und Boden, welcher unter den 
zeitlich unbegrenzten, von der Japanischen Regierung oder fir die- 
selbe abgeschlossenen Ueberlassungsvertragen besessen wird, oder 
befreien sie Grund und Boden und Gebaude jeglicher Art, welche auf 
diesem Grund und Boden errichtet sind oder in der Folge errichtet 
werden sollten, von allen Abgaben, Steuern, Lastem, Contributionen 
oder Bedingungen jeder Art, welche nicht ausdriicklich in den betref- 
fenden Ueberlassungsvertragen festgesetzt sind? 

III. Innerhalb von acht Monaten, vom Datum dieses Protokolls an 
gerechnet, soll jede Partei.den einzelnen Mitgliedern des Schiedsge- 
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richts und der Gegenpartei in je einem Exemplar eine vollstandige, 
geschriebene oder gedruckte Darstellung des Streitfalls, ihrer Grunde 
und des Beweismaterials tiberreichen, auf welche sie sich in dem 
gegenwartigen Schiedsverfahren stiitzt. Innerhalb von weiteren sechs 
Monaten haben beide Parteien in gleicher Weise in geschriebener oder 
gedruckter Form ihre Gegenvorstellungen nebst deren schliesslicher 
Begriindung sowie das erganzende Beweismaterial einzureichen; diese 
Gegenvorstellungen, deren Begriindung und das erganzende Beweis- 
material sollen indessen lediglich eine Erwiderung auf die von der 
Gegenpartei eingereichte Darstellung des Streitfalls, auf dessen Be- 
grindung und auf das darauf beztigliche Beweismaterial enthalten. 

IV. Jeder Partei steht das Recht zu, dem Schiedsgericht als Be- 
weismaterial alle diejenigen Urkunden, Schriftstiicke, amtlichen Cor- 
respondenzen und anderen offiziellen oder offentlichen Erklarungen 
und Akten iiber den Streitgegenstand zu unterbreiten, deren Vorle- 
gung sie als nothwendig erachtet. Wenn aber eine Partei in ihrer 
Darstellung des Streitfalls, ihrer Gegenvorstellung oder Begrundung 
ein in ihrem ausschliesslichen Besitz befindliches Schriftstiick erwahnt 
oder auf ein solches Bezug nimmt, ohne eine Abschrift beizuftigen, so 
ist sie verpflichtet, der Gegenpartei auf deren Verlangen innerhalb von 
dreissig Tagen nach Stellung des beziiglichen Antrags eine Abschrift 
des betreffenden Schriftsticks auszuhandigen. 

V. Jede Partei ist berechtigt, vorbehaltlich des Rechts einer Er- 
widerung seitens der Gegenpartei, dem Schiedsgericht innerhalb einer 
von ihm zu bestimmenden Frist zur geeigneten Verwerthung eine 
Aufzeichnung derjenigen Einwendungen vorzulegen, die sie beztiglich 
der von der anderen Partei eingereichten Gegenvorstellung, deren 
Begrundung und des erganzenden Beweismaterials erhebt, wenn sie 
der Ansicht ist, dass die betreffenden Schriftstticke oder einige dersel- 
ben unerheblich oder unrichtig sind, oder sich nicht genau in den 
Grenzen einer Erwiderung auf die Darstellung des Streitfalls, deren 
Begrtindung oder auf das Beweismaterial halten. 

VI. Abgesehen von den unter Nummer III und V dieses Protokolls 
aufgefuhrten, sollen keine Schriftstticke oder Mittheilungen in schrift- 
licher oder mtindlicher Form in dem Schiedsverfahren zugelassen 
oder berticksichtigt werden, es sei denn, dass das Schiedsgericht von 
einer Partei neue oder erganzende, in schriftlicher Form abzugebende 
Erlauterungen oder Aufschlusse verlangt. Sind diese Erlauterungen 
oder Aufschltisse gegeben, so soll die Gegenpartei berechtigt sein, sich 
hierauf innerhalb einer vom dem Schiedsgericht zu bestimmenden 
Frist schriftlich zu aussern. 

VII. Das Gericht soll an einem spater von den Parteien zu bezeich- 
nenden Ort so bald wie thunlich zusammentreten, aber nicht eher als 
zwei Monate und nicht spater als drei Monate nach Einreichung der 
Gegenvorstellung gemass Nummer III dieses Protokolls; es soll den 
Streitfall unparteiisch und sorgfaltig priifen und entscheiden. Die 
Entscheidung des Gerichtes soll, wenn moglich, innerhalb eines Monats 
nach dem Zeitpunkt verktindet werden, an dem der Pradsident die 
Verhandlung fur geschlossen erklart hat. 
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VIII. In dem Schiedsverfahren ist die Japanische Regierung als die 
eine Partei anzusehen, wahrend die Regierungen von Deutschland, 
F aan und Grossbritannien zusammen als die andere Partei 
gelten. 

IX. Sofern in diesem Protokoll nichts anderes vorgesehen ist, 
sollen in dem gegenwartigen Schiedsverfahren die Vorschriften des 
Haager Abkommens zur friedlichen Erledigung internationaler Streit- 
falle zur Anwendung kommen. 

So geschehen in Tokio am 28. August, 1902 (28. Tag des 8. Monats 
des 35. Jahres Meiji). 

GEZ. GRAF VON ARCO VALLEY 
GEZ. JUTARO KoMURA 


Agreement for Arbitration between France and Japan, August 28, 
Igo2' 


Attendu qu’un désaccord s’est produit entre le Gouvernement du 
Japon d’une part, et les Gouvernements de France, d’Allemagne et de 
Grande-Bretagne d’autre part, touchant le sens réel et la portée des 
dispositions suivantes des Traités respectifs et autres engagements 
existant entre eux, c’est-a-dire: 

Paragraphe 4 de l’Article XVIII du Traité de Commerce et de 
Navigation du 4 Avril, 1896, entre le Japon et l’Allemagne: “Sobald 
diese Einverleibung erfolgt” [c’est-a-dire: quand les divers quartiers 
étrangers qui existent au Japon auron été incorporés dans les Com- 
munes respectives du Japon], “sollen die bestehenden, zeitlich unbe- 
grenzten Ueberlassungsvertrage, unter welchen jetzt in den gedachten 
Niederlassungen Grundstticke besessen werden, bestatigt und hinsicht- 
lich dieser Grundstticke sollen keine Bedingungen irgend einer anderen 
Art auferlegt werden, als sie in den bestehenden Ueberlassungsver- 
tragen enthalten sind”; et §3 de la communication complémentaire de 
méme date du Secrétaire d’Etat des Affaires Etrangéres de |’Empire 
d’Allemagne au Ministre du Japon a Berlin: “3. dass, da das Eigen- 
thum an den im Artikel XVIII des Vertrages erwahnten Niederlas- 
sungsgrundstiicken dem Japanischen Staate verbleibt, die Besitzer 
oder deren Rechtsnachfolger ftir ihre Grundstticke ausser dem kon- 
traktmassigen Grundzins Abgaben oder Steuern irgend welcher Art 
nicht zu entrichten haben werden,” et l’alinéa suivant de la réponse du 
Ministre du Japon de méme date a la précédente communication: 
“dass die darin unter Nummer 1 bis 4 zum Ausdruck gebrachten 
Voraussetzungen, welche den Erwerb dinglicher Rechte an Grund- 
stitcken, die Errichtung von Waarenhausern, die Steuerfreiheit der 
Grundstiicke in den Fremdenniederlassungen und die Erhaltung 
wohlerworbener Rechte nach Ablauf des Vertrages zum Gegenstande 
haben, in allen Punkten zutreffend sind” ; 

Paragraphe 4 de l’Article XXI du Traité revisé de 4 Aott, 1896, 


1Official report, p. 9. 
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entre le Japon et la France: “Lorsque les changements ci-dessus 
indiqués auront été effectués” [c’est-d-dire: lorsque les divers quar- 
tiers étrangers qui existent au Japon auront été incorporés aux Com- 
munes respectives du Japon et feront dés lors partie de systéme mu- 
nicipal du Japon; et lorsque les Autorités Japonaises compétentes 
auront assumé toutes les obligations et tous les devoirs municipaux, 
et que les fonds et biens municipaux qui pourraient appartenir a ces 
quartiers auront été transférés aux dites autorités], “les baux a per- 
pétuité en vertu desquels les étrangers possédent actuellement des pro- 
priétés dans les quartiers seront confirmés, et les propriétés de cette 
nature ne donneront lieu 4 aucuns impots, taxes, charges, contributions 
ou conditions quelconques autres que ceux expressément stipulés dans 
les baux en question” ; 

Paragraphe 4 de l’Article XVIII du Traité revisé du 16 Juillet, 
1894, entre le Japon et la Grande-Bretagne: “When such incorpora- 
tion takes place” [c’est-a-dire: quand les divers quartiers étrangers 
que existent au Japon auront été incorporés aux Communes respec- 
tives du Japon], “existing leases in perpetuity under which property 
is now held in the said Settlements shall be confirmed, and no condi- 
tions whatsoever other than those contained in such existing leases 
shall be imposed in respect of such property” ; 

Attendu que le litige n’est pas susceptible d’étre réglé par la voie 
diplomatique ; 

Attendu que les Puissances en désaccord, co-Signataires de la Con- 
vention de La Haye pour le réglement pacifique des conflits interna- 
tionaux, ont résolu de terminer ce différend, en soumettant la ques- 
tion a un arbitrage impartial suivant les stipulations de la dite 
Convention ; 

Les dites Puissances ont, dans le but de réaliser ces vues, autorisé 
les Représentants ci-dessous désignés, a savoir: 

Le Gouvernement Francais: M. G. Dubail, Ministre Plénipotentiaire, 
Chargé d’Affaires de la République Frangaise ; 

Le Gouvernement Allemand: M. le Comte d’Arco Valley, Envoyé 
Extraordinaire et Ministre Plénipotentiaire de Sa Majesté l’Empereur 
d’Allemagne, Roi de Prusse; 

Le Gouvernement de Grande-Bretagne: Sir Claude Maxwell Mac- 
donald, G.C.M.G., K.C.B., Envoyé Extraordinaire et Ministre Pléni- 
potentiaire de Sa Majesté le Roi de Grande-Bretagne ; 

Le Gouvernement du Japon: M. le Baron Komura Jutaro, Ministre 
des Affaires Etrangéres de Sa Majesté l’Empereur du Japon; 

& conclure le Protocole suivant: 

I. Les Puissances en litige décident que le Tribunal Arbitral auquel 
la question sera soumise en dernier ressort sera composé de trois mem- 
bres pris parmi les Membres de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage de 
La Haye et qui seront désignés de la maniére suivante: 

Chaque Partie, aussit6t que possible, et dans un délai qui n’ex- 
cédera pas deux mois a partir de la date de ce Protocole, devra nom- 
mer un Arbitre, et les deux Arbitres ainsi désignés choisiront ensemble 
un sur-Arbitre. Dans le cas of les deux Arbitres n’auront pas, dans 
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le délai de deux mois aprés leur désignation, choisi un sur-Arbitre, Sa 
Majesté le Roi de Suéde et Norvége sera prié de nommer un sur- 
Arbitre. 

II. La question en litige sur laquelle les Parties demandent au 
Tribunal Arbitral de prononcer une décision définitive est la suivante: 

Oui ou non, les dispositions des Traités et autres engagements ci- 
dessus menticnnés, exemptent-elles seulement les terrains possédés en 
vertu des baux perpétuels concédés par le Gouvernement Japonais ou 
en son nom, ou bien exemptent-elles les terrains et les batiments de 
toute nature construits ou qui pourraient étre construits sur ces 
terrains, de tous impots, taxes, charges, contributions ou conditions 
quelconques autres que ceux expressément stipulés dans les baux en 
question ? 

III. Dans le délai de huit mois aprés la date de ce Protocole, 
chaque Partie devra remettre aux différents membres du Tribunal et 
a lautre Partie, les copies completes, écrites ou imprimées, de son 
Mémoire contenant toutes piéces a l’appui et arguments produits par 
elle au présent Arbitrage. Dans un délai de six mois au plus aprés 
cette remise, une communication semblable sera faite des copies 
manuscrites ou imprimées, des Contre-Mémoires, piéces a l’appui et 
conclusions finales des deux Parties: il est bien entendu que ces ré- 
pliques, documents additionnels et conclusions finales devront se 
limiter 4 répondre au Mémoire principal et aux argumentations pro- 
duites précédemment. 

IV. Chaque Partie aura le droit de soumettre au Tribunal Arbitral 
comme instruments a faire valoir, tous les documents, Mémoires, 
correspondances officielles, déclarations ou actes officiels ou publics se 
rapportant a l’objet de l’Arbitrage et qu’elle jugera nécessaire. Mais 
si, dans les Mémoires, Contre-Mémoires ou arguments soumis au Tri- 
bunal, l’une ou l’autre Partie s’est référée ou a fait allusion a un 
document ou papier en sa possession exclusive dont elle n’aura pas 
joint la copie, elle sera tenue, si l’autre Partie le juge convenable, de 
lui en donner la copie dans les trente jours qui en suivront la demande. 

V. Chacune des Parties peut, si elle le juge convenable, mais sous 
la réserve d’un droit de réponse de la part de l’autre Partie, dans un 
temps qui sera fixé par le Tribunal Arbitral, présenter, a telles fins 
que celui-ci jugera utiles, un état de ces objections aux Contre- 
Mémoires, instruments additionnels, et conclusions finales de l’autre 
Partie, dans le cas of ces documents ou |’un d’eux n’auraient pas trait 
a la question, seraient erronnés ou ne se limiteraient pas a répondre 
strictement au Mémoire principal et 4 son argumentation. 

VI. Ni papiers, ni communications, soit écrites, soit orales, autres 
que ceux prévus par les paragraphes III et V de ce Protocole ne 
devront étre acceptés ou pris en considération dans le présent Arbi- 
trage 4 moins que le Tribunal ne demande a l’une ou Iautre Partie 
une explication ou information supplémentaire qui devra étre donnée 
par écrit. Dans ce cas, l’autre Partie aura le droit de presenter une 
réponse écrite dans un délai 4 fixer par le Tribunal. 
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VII. Le Tribunal se réunira en un lieu indiqué plus tard par les 
Parties, aussitot que possible, mais ni avant deux mois, ni plus tard 
que trois mois 4 dater de la remise des Contre-Mémoires préevue au 
Paragraphe III de ce Protocole; il procédera avec impartialité et soin 
4 examen et au jugement du litige. Le jugement du Tribunal sera 
prononcé autant que possible dans le délai d’un mois aprés la cloture 
par le Président des débats de l’Arbitrage. Bead 

VIII. Dans cet Arbitrage, le Gouvernement Japonais sera considéré 
comme étant l’une des Parties, et les Gouvernements Frangais, Alle- 
mand, et de la Grande-Bretagne conjointement comme étant l’autre 
Partie. 

IX. En tout ce qui n’est pas prévu par le présent Protocole, les 
stipulations de la Convention de La Haye pour le réglement pacifique 
des conflits internationaux seront appliquées a cet Arbitrage. 

Fait a2 Tokid le 28 Aott, 1902, correspondant au 28°™° jour du 
8m mois de la 35°™* année de Meiji. 

Signé: G. DuBAIL 
Signé: JuTaro KoMuRA 


Extract from the Treaty of Commerce and Navigation of April 4, 
1896, between Germany and Japan* 


Art. 18. Die vertragschliessenden Theile sind tber Folgendes 
einverstanden : 

Die einzelnen Fremdenniederlassungen in Japan sollen den betref- 
fenden japanischen Gemeinden einverleibt werden und hinfort Be- 
standtheile der japanischen Gemeinden bilden. 

Die zustandigen japanischen Behorden sollen demnach mit Bezug 
auf dieselben alle Verbindlichkeiten und Verpflichtungen iibernehmen, 
welche ihnen hinsichtlich der Gemeinden obliegen, und gleichzeitig 
sollen die offentlichen Gelder und Vermogensgegenstande, welche 
diesen Niederlassungen gehdren, den genannten japanischen Behdrden 
ubergeben werden. 

Sobald diese Einverleibung erfolgt, sollen die bestehenden, zeitlich 
unbegrenzten Ueberlassungsvertrage, unter welchen jetzt in den ge- 
dachten Niederlassungen Grundstiicke besessen werden, bestatigt und 
hinsichtlich dieser Grundstiicke sollen keine Bedingungen: irgend einer 
anderen Art auferlegt werden, als sie in den bestehenden Ueberlas- 
sungsvertragen enthalten sind. 

Die Besitzrechte an diesen Niederlassungsgrundstiicken kénnen in 
Zukunft von ihren Besitzern frei und, ohne dass es dazu, wie bisher 
in gewissen Fallen, der Genehmigung der konsularischen oder japanis- 
chen Behérden bedarf, an Inlander oder Auslander veraussert werden. 

Im Uebrigen gehen die nach den urspriinglichen Uebcrlassungs- 
vertragen den Konsularbehérden zustehenden Funktionen auf die 
japanischen Behorden uber. 


1Martens, Nouveau Recueil Général de Traités, 2d series, vol. 23, p. 275. 
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Alle Landereien, welche von de japanischen Regierung fiir 6f- 
fentliche Zwecke der Fremdenniederlassung bisher zinsfrei hergegeben 
worden sind, sollen, unbeschadet der aus der Gebietshoheit sich erge- 
benden Rechte, frei von allen Steuern und Lasten den 6ffentlichen 
Zwecken, fiir welche sie ursprunglich bestimmt worden, dauernd 
erhalten bleiben. 

Art, 19. Der gegenwartige Vertrag erstreckt sich auch auf die mit 
einem der vertragschliessenden Theile gegenw4rtig oder kiinftig zoll- 
geeinten Gebiete. 

Art. 20. Der gegenwartige Vertrag tritt vom Tage seines vollen 
Inkrafttretens ab an die Stelle des Vertrages vom 20. Februar 1869, 
sowie derjenigen Abkommen und Uebereinkiinfte, welche in Ergan- 
zung des letzteren Vertrages abgeschlossen sind oder bestehen. Von 
demselben Tage ab verlieren jene fritheren Vereinbarungen ihre 
Wirksamkeit, und demgemass hort alsdann die bis dahin in Japan 
ausgeubte Gerichtsbarkeit deutscher Gerichtsbehérden auf und errei- 
chen alle ausnahmsweisen Privilegien, Befreiungen und Immunitaten, 
die bis dahin die deutschen Reichsangehorigen als einen Bestandtheil 
oder einen Ausfluss dieser Gerichtsbarkeit genossen, ohne Weiteres 
ihre Endschaft. Diese Gerichtsbarkeit wird alsdann von japanischen 
Gerichten tibernommen und ausgetibt werden. 


Extract from the Treaty of Commerce and Navigation of August 4, 
1896, between France and Japan’ 


XXI. Le Gouvernement de la République Francaise donne, en ‘ce 
qui le concerne, son adhésion a l’arrangement suivant: 

Les divers quartiers étrangers qui existent au Japon seront incor- 
porés aux communes respectives du Japon et feront dés lors partie 
du systéme municipal du Japon. 

Les autorités Japonaises compétentes assumeront en conséquence 
toutes les obligations et tous les devoirs municipaux qui résultent de 
ce nouvel état de choses, et les fonds et biens municipaux qui pour- 
raient appartenir a ces quartiers seront, de plein droit, transférées aux 
dites autorités Japonaises. 

Lorsque les changements ci-dessus indiqués auront été effectués, les 
baux a perpétuité, en vertu desquels les étrangers possédent actuelle- 
ment des propriétés dans les quartiers seront confirmés, et les pro- 
priétés de cette nature ne donneront lieu a aucuns impots, taxes, 
charges, contributions, ou conditions quelconques autres que ceux ex- 
pressément stipulés dans les baux en question. [II est entendu toute- 
fois qu’aux autorités Consulaires dont il y est fait mention seront 
substituées les autorités Japonaises. 

Les terrains que le Gouvernement Japonais aurait concédés exempts 
de rentes, vu l’usage public auquel ils étaient affectés, resteront, sous 
la réserve de droits de la souveraineté territoriale, affranchis d’une 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 88, p. 536. 
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maniére permanente de tous impots, taxes, et charges; et ils.ne seront 
point détournés de l’usage auquel its étainet primitivement destinés. 

XXII. Les dispositions du présent Traité sont applicables a 1|’Al- 
gérie. Il est entendu qu’elles deviendraient en outre applicables aux 
Colonies Frangaises pour lesquelles le Gouvernement Frangais en| 
réclamerait le bénéfice. Le Représentant de la République Frangaise 
a Tokio aurait a cet effet a le notifier au Gouvernement Japonais dans 
un délai de deux ans a dater du jour de l’échange des ratifications du 
présent Traiteé. 

XXIII. A dater de la mise en vigueur du présent Traité seront 
abrogés le Traité du 9 Octobre, 1858, la Convention du 25 Juin, 1866, 
et en général tous les arrangements conclus entre las Hautes Parties 
Contractantes existant antérieurement a cette date. En conséquence, 
la juridiction Francaise au Japon et les priviléges, exemptions, ou 
immunités dont les Francais jouissaient en matiére juridictionnelle 
seront supprimés de plein droit et sans qu’il soit besoin de notifica- 
tion, du jour de la mise en vigueur du présent Traité; et les Francais 
seront dés lors soumis a la juridiction des Tribunaux Japonais, 


THE MUSCAT DHOWS CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, August 8, 19051 


_ Le Tribunal d’Arbitrage constitué en vertu du Compromis conclu a 
Londres le 13 octobre 1904, entre la France et la Grande Bretagne; 

Attendu que le Gouvernement Frangais et celui de Sa Majesté 
Britannique ont jugé convenable, par la Déclaration du 10 mars 1862, 
“de s’engager réciproquement a respecter l’indépendance”’ de Sa 
Hautesse le Sultan de Mascate, 

Attendu que des difficultés se sont élevées sur la portée de cette 
Déclaration relativement a la délivrance, par la République Francaise, 
a certains sujets de Sa Hautesse le Sultan de Mascate de piéces les 
autorisant a arborer le pavillon Frangais, ainsi qu’au sujet de la nature 
des priviléges et immunités revendiqués par les sujets de Sa Hautesse, 
propriétaires ou commandants de boutres (“dhows”) qui sont en pos- 
session de semblables piéces ou qui sont membres de l’équipage de ces 
boutres et leurs familles, particuli¢rement en ce qui concerne le mode 
suivant lequel ces priviléges et ces immunités affectent le droit de 
juridiction de Sa Hautesse le Sultan sur ses dits sujets, 

Attendu que les deux Gouvernements sont tombés d’accord par le 
Compromis du 13 octobre 1904 de faire décider ces difficultés par voie 
d’arbitrage conformément a l’article 1 de la Convention conclue par les 
deux Puissances le 14 octobre 1903, 

Attendu qu’en exécution de ce Compromis ont été nommeés Arbitres, 

par le Gouvernement de Sa Majesté Britannique: 

Monsieur Melville W. Fuller, Chief Justice des Etats-Unis d’Amé- 
rique, et 

par le Gouvernement de la République Francaise: 

Monsieur le Jonkheer A. F. de Savornin Lohman, Docteur en 
droit, ancien Ministre de I’Intérieur des Pays-Bas, ancien Professeur 
a l'Université libre a Amsterdam, Membre de la Seconde Chambre 
des Etats-Généraux, 

Attendu que ces Arbitres n’étant pas tombés d’accord dans le délai 
d’un mois a partir de leur nomination sur le choix d’un Surarbitre, ce 
choix étant dévolu dés lors en vertu de I’article 1 du Compromis au 
Roi d’Italie, Sa Majesté a nommé comme Surarbitre: 

Monsieur Henri Lammasch, Docteur en droit, Professeur de droit 
international a l’Université a Vienne, Membre de la Chambre des 
Seigneurs du Parlement Autrichien, 

Attendu que les Mémoires, Contre-Mémoires et Conclusions ont été 
diament communiqués au Tribunal et aux Parties, 

Attendu que le Tribunal a examiné avec soin ces documents, et les 
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observations supplémentaires qui leur ont été présentées par les deux 


Parties ; 
Quant A LA PREMIERE QUESTION: 


Considérant, qu’en général il appartient a tout Souverain de décider 
a qui il accordera le droit d’arborer son pavillon et de fixer les régles 
auxquelles l’octroi de ce droit sera soumis, et considérant qu’en consé- 
quence l’octroi du pavillon Francais 4 des sujets de Sa Hautesse le 
Sultan de Mascate ne constitue en soi aucune atteinte a l’indépendance 
du Sultan, 

Considérant que néanmoins un Souverain peut étre limité dans 
l’exercice de ce droit par des traités, et considérant que le Tribunal en 
vertu de l’article 48 de la Convention pour le réglement pacifique des 
conflits internationaux du 29 juillet 1899 et de l’article 5 du Compro- 
mis du 13 octobre 1904, “est autorisé a déterminer sa compétence en 
interprétant le compromis ainsi que les autres traités qui peuvent étre 
invoqués dans la matiére, et en appliquant les principes du droit inter- 
national,” et qu’en conséquence la question se pose sous quelles condi- 
tions les Puissances qui ont accédé a l’Acte Général de la Conférence 
de Bruxelles du 2 juillet 1890 concernant la suppression de la traite 
des esclaves africaine, spécialement a l’article 32 de cet Acte, ont le 
droit d’autoriser des navires indigénes a arborer leurs pavillons, 

Considérant que par l’article 32 de cet Acte la faculté des Puissances 
Signataires d’octroyer leur pavillon a des navires indigénes a été limitée 
dans le but de supprimer la traite des esclaves et dans les intéréts 
généraux de l’humanité, sans faire aucune distinction si celui qui solli- 
cite le droit d’arborer le pavillon appartient a un état signataire ou non, 
et considérant qu’en tout cas la France est liée vis a vis de la Grande 
Bretagne de n’octroyer son pavillon que sous les conditions prescrites 
par cet Acte, 

Considérant que pour atteindre le but susdit les Puissances Signa- 
taires de l’Acte de Bruxelles sont convenues par l’article 32, que 
’‘autorisation d’arborer le pavillon d’une des dites Puissances ne sera 
accordée a l’avenir qu’aux batiments indigénes qui satisferont a la fois 
aux trois conditions suivantes: 

le. Les armateurs ou propriétaires devront €tre sujets ou protégés 
de la Puissance dont ils demandent a porter les couleurs, 

2°. Ils seront tenus d’établir qu’ils possédent des biensfonds dans 
la circonscription de l’autorité a qui est adressée leur demande, ou de 
fournir une caution solvable pour la garantie des amendes qui 
pourraient étre éventuellement encourues. 

3°. Les dits armateurs ou propriétaires, ainsi que le capitaine du 
batiment, devront fournir la preuve qu’ils jouissent d’une bonne répu- 
tation et notamment n’avoir jamais été l’objet d’une condamnation 
pour faits de traite, 

Considérant qu’a défaut d’une definition du terme “protégé” dans 
l’Acte Général de la Conférence de Bruxelles, il faut entendre ce terme 
dans le sens qui correspond le mieux tant aux intentions élevées de 
cette Conférence et de l’Acte Final qui en est résulté, qu’aux principes 
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du droit international tels qu’ils ont été exprimés dans les conventions 
en vigueur a cette époque, dans la législation nationale en tant qu’elle 
a obtenu une reconnaissance internationale et dans la pratique du droit 
des gens, 

Considérant que le but de l’article 32 susdit est de n’admettre a la 
navigation dans ces mers infestées par la traite des esclaves que ceux 
des navires indigénes qui sont soumis a la plus stricte surveillance 
des Puissances Signataires, condition dont l’accomplissement ne peut 
Etre assuré que si les propriétaires, armateurs et équipages de ces 
navires sont exclusivement soumis a la souveraineté et a la juridiction 
de l’Etat, sous le pavillon duquel ils exercent la navigation, 

Considérant que depuis la restriction que le terme “protégé” a subie 
en vertu de la législation de la Porte Ottomane en 1863, 1865 et 1869, 
spécialement de la loi Ottomane du 23 sefer 1280 (aoiit 1863), impli- 
citement acceptée par les Puissances qui jouissent du droit des capitu- 
lations, et depuis le traité conclu entre la France et le Maroc en 1863, 
auquel ont accédé un grand nombre d’autres Puissances et qui a 
obtenu la sanction de la Convention de Madrid du 30 juillet 1880, le 
terme “protégé” n’embrasse par rapport aux Etats a capitulations que 
les catégories suivantes: 1°. les personnes sujets d’un pays qui est 
sous le protectorat de la Puissance dont elles réclament la protection, 
2°. les individus qui correspondent aux catégories énumérées dans les 
traités avec le Maroc de 1863 et de 1880 et dans la loi Ottomane de 
1863, 3°. les personnes, qui par un traité spécial ont été reconnues 
comme “protégés,” telles que celles énumérées par l’article 4 de la 
Convention Franco-Mascataise de 1844 et 4°. les individus qui peuvent 
établir qu’ils ont été considérés et traités comme protégés par la Puis- 
sance en question avant l’année dans laquelle la création de nouveaux 
protégés fut réglée et limitée, c’est-a-dire avant l’année 1863, ces in- 
dividus n’ayant pas perdu leur status une fois légitimement acquis, 

Considérant que, quoique les Puissances n’aient renoncé expressis 
verbis a l’exercice du prétendu droit de créer des protégés en nombre 
illimité que par rapport a la Turquie et au Maroc, néanmoins |’exer- 
cice de ce prétendu droit a été abandonné de méme par rapport aux 
autres Etats Orientaux, l’analogie ayant toujours été reconnue comme 
un moyen de compléter les dispositions écrites trés défectueuses des 
capitulations, en tant que les circonstances sont analogues, 

Considérant d’autre part que la concession de facto de la part de la 
Turquie, de transmettre le status de “protégés” aux descendants de 
personnes qui en 1863 avaient joui de la protection d’une Puissance 
Chrétienne, ne peut étre étendue par analogie 4 Mascate, les circon- 
stances étant entiérement différentes, puisque les protégés des Etats 
Chrétiens en Turquie sont d’une race, nationalité et religion différentes 
de celles de leurs maitres Ottomans, tandis que les habitants de Sour 
et les autres Mascatais qui pourraient solliciter le pavillon Frangais, 
se trouvent a tous ces égards entiérement dans la méme condition que 
les autres sujets du Sultan de Mascate, 

Considérant que les dispositions de l’article 4 du Traité Franco- 
Mascatais de 1844 s’appliquent seulement aux personnes qui sont bona 
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fide au service des Francais, mais pas aux personnes qui demandent 
des titres de navires dans le but d’exercer quelque commerce, 

Considérant que le fait d’avoir donné avant la ratification de la 
Convention de Bruxelles le 2 janvier 1892 des autorisations d’arborer 
le pavillon Francais 4 des navires indigénes ne répondant pas aux 
conditions prescrites par l’article 32 de cet Acte n’était pas en con- 
tradiction avec une obligation internationale de la France, 


Par ces Motirs, 
décide et prononce ce qui suit: 


1°. avant le 2 janvier 1892 la France avait le droit d’autoriser des 
navires appartenant a des sujets de Sa Hautesse le Sultan de Mas- 
cate a arborer le pavillon Francais, n’étant liée que par ses propres lois 
et réglements administratifs ; 

2°. les boutriers, qui avant 1892 avaient été autorisés par la France 
a arborer le pavillon Francais, conservent cette autorisation aussi long- 
temps que la France la continue a celui qui l’avait obtenue ; 

3°. aprés le 2 janvier 1892 la France n’avait pas le droit d’autoriser 
des navires appartenant a des sujets de Sa Hautesse le Sultan de Mas- 
cate a arborer de pavillon Francais, que sous condition que leurs 
propriétaires ou armateurs avaient ou auraient établi qu’ils ont été 
considérés et traités par la France comme ses “protégés” avant l’année 
1863 ; 
QUANT A LA 2™ QUESTION : 


Considérant que la situation légale de navires portant des pavillons 
étrangers et des propriétaires de ces navires dans les eaux territoriales 
d’un Etat Oriental est déterminée par les principes généraux de juri- 
diction, par les capitulations 0u autres traités et par la pratique qui en 
est résultée, 

Considérant que les termes du Traité d’Amitié et de Commerce 
entre la France et Iman de Mascate du 17 novembre 1844 sont, sur- 
tout en raison des expressions employées dans Il’article 3 “Nul ne 
pourra, sous aucun prétexte, pénétrer dans les maisons, magasins et 
autres propriétés, possédés ou occupés par des Francais ou par des 
personnes au service des Frangais, ni les visiter sans le consentement 
de l’occupant, 4 moins que ce ne soit avec I’intervention du Consul de 
France,” assez larges pour embrasser aussi bien des navires que 
d’autres propriétés, 

Considérant que, quoiqu’il ne saurait étre nié qu’en admettant le 
droit de la France d’octroyer dans certaines circonstances son pavillon 
a des navires indigénes et de soustraire ces navires a la visite par les 
autorités du Sultan ou en son nom, la traite des esclaves est facilitée, 
parce que les marchands d’esclaves pour se soustraire a la recherche 
peuvent facilement abuser du pavillon Frangais, la possibilité d’un tel 
abus, qui peut étre entiérement supprimé par l’accession de toutes les 
Puissances a l’article 42 de l’Acte de Bruxelles, ne peut exercer aucune 
influence sur la décision de cette affaire, qui ne doit étre fondée que 
sur des motifs d’ordre juridique, 
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Considérant qu’en vertu des articles 31-41 de l’Acte de Bruxelles 
Yoctroi du pavillon a4 un navire indigéne est strictement limité a ce 
navire et a son propriétaire et que dés lors il ne peut étre transmis ou 
transféré a quelque autre personne ni a quelque autre navire, méme si 
celui-ci appartenait au méme propriétaire, 

Considérant que l’article 4 du Traité Franco-Mascatais assure aux 
sujets de Sa Hautesse le Sultan de Mascate “qui seront au service des 
Francais” la méme protection qu’aux Francais eux-mémes, mais con- 
sidérant que les propriétaires, commandants et équipages des boutres 
autorisés a arborer le pavillon Francais n’appartiennent pas a cette 
catégorie de personnes et encore moins les membres de leurs familles, 

Considérant que le fait de soustraire ces personnes a la souveraineté, 
spécialement a la juridiction, de Sa Hautesse le Sultan de Mascate 
serait en contradiction avec la Déclaration du 10 mars 1862, par la- 
quelle la France et la Grande Bretagne se sont engagées réciproque- 
ment a respecter l’indépendance de ce Prince, 


Par ces MotIFs, 
décide et prononce ce qui suit: 


1°. les boutres (“dhows”) de Mascate qui ont été autorisés, ainsi 
qu’il a été indiqué ci-dessus, a arborer le pavillon Frangais, ont dans 
les eaux territoriales de Mascate le droit a l’inviolabilité, réglée par le 
Traité Franco-Mascatais du 17 novembre 1844; 
2°. lautorisation d’arborer le pavillon Frangais ne peut étre trans- 
mise ou transférée a quelque autre personne ou a quelque autre boutre 
(“dhow’’), méme si celui-ci appartenait au méme propriétaire ; 
3°. les sujets du Sultan de Mascate, qui sont propriétaires ou com- 
mandants de boutres (“dhows’’) autorisés a arborer le pavillon Fran- 
cais ou qui sont membres des équipages de tels boutres ou qui ap- 
partiennent a leurs familles ne jouissent en conséquence de ce fait 
d’aucun droit d’exterritorialité, qui pourrait les exempter de la souve- 
raineté, spécialement de la juridiction, de Sa Hautesse le Sultan de 
Mascate. 
Fait 4 La Haye, dans l’Hotel de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage, 
le 8 aotit 1905. 
(Signé) H. LAMMAscH 
4 MELvILLE W. FULLER 
a A. F. bE SAVORNIN LOHMAN 


Agreement for Arbitration, October 13, 1904' 


Attendu que le Gouvernement Francais et celui de Sa Majesté 
Britannique ont jugé convenable, par la Déclaration du 10 mars 1862, 
“de s’engager réciproquement a respecter l’indépendance” de Sa 
Hautesse le Sultan de Mascate; 


1Official report, p. 5. 
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Attendu que des difficultés se sont élevées sur la portée de cette 
Déclaration relativement a la délivrance, par la République Frangaise, 
a certains sujets de Sa Hautesse le Sultan de Mascate de piéces les 
autorisant a arborer le pavillon Frangais, ainsi qu’au sujet de la nature 
des priviléges et immunités revendiqués par les sujets de Sa Hautesse, 
propriétaires ou commandants de boutres (“dhows”) qui sont en 
possession de semblables piéces ou qui sont membres de |’équipage 
de ces boutres et leurs familles, particuliérement en ce qui concerne le 
mode suivant lequel ces priviléges et ces immunités affectent le droit 
de juridiction de Sa Hautesse le Sultan sur ses dits sujets: 

Les soussignés, diiment autorisés a cet effet par leurs Gouvernements 
respectifs, conviennent, par les présentes, que ces difficultés seront 
tranchées par voie d’arbitrage conformément a 1’Article I de la Con- 
vention intervenue entre les deux pays, le 14 octobre dernier, et que 
la décision du Tribunal de La Haye sera définitive. 

Il est aussi convenu par les présentes de ce qui suit: 


ARTICLE I 


Chacune des Hautes Parties Contractantes nommera un Arbitre, et 
ces deux Arbitres ensemble choisiront un Surarbitre; si, dans le délai 
d’un mois a partir de leur nomination, ils ne peuvent tomber d’accord, 
le choix d’un Surarbitre sera confié a Sa Majesté le Roi d’Italie. Les 
Arbitres et le Surarbitre ne seront pas sujets ou citoyens de l’une ou 
lautre des Hautes Parties Contractantes et seront choisis parmi les 
membres de la Cour de La Haye. 


ARTICLE [J 


Chacune des Hautes Parties Contractantes devra, dans un délai de 
trois mois aprés la signature du présent Compromis, remettre 4 chaque 
membre du Tribunal constitué par les présentes, et a l’autre Partie, 
un Mémoire écrit ou imprimé exposant et motivant sa réclamation et 
un dossier écrit ou imprimé contenant les documents ou toutes autres 
piéces probantes écrites ou imprimées sur lesquelles il s’appuie. 

Dans les trois mois de la remise des dits Mémoires, chacune des 
Hautes Parties remettra 4 chaque membre du Tribunal et a l’autre 
Partie un Contre-Mémoire écrit ou imprimé, avec les piéces a l’appui. 

Dans le mois de la remise des Contre-Mémoires, chaque Partie 
pourra remettre a chaque Arbitre et a l’autre Partie des conclusions 
écrites ou imprimées, a l’appui des propositions qu’elle aurait mises 
en avant. 

Les délais fixés par le présent Compromis pour la remise du 
Mémoire, du Contre-Mémoire, et des conclusions pourront étre pro- 
longés d’un commun accord par les Parties Contractantes. 


ARTICLE III 


Le Tribunal se réunira 4 La Haye, dans la quinzaine de la remise 
des Arguments. 


Chaque Partie sera représentée par un Agent. 
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Le Tribunal pourra, s’il juge nécessaire de plus amples éclaircisse- 
ments en ce qui regarde un point quelconque, demander, a chaque 
Agent, une explication orale ou par écrit; mais, en pareil cas, l’autre 
Partie aura le droit de répliquer. 


ARTICLE [V 


La décision du Tribunal sera rendue dans les trente jours qui 
suivront sa réunion 4 La Haye ou la remise des explications qui 
auraient été fournies 4 sa demande, a moins que, a la requéte du 
Tribunal, les Parties Contractantes ne conviennent de prolonger le 
délai. 

ARTICLE V 

Les dispositions de la Convention de La Haye, du 29 juillet 1899, 
s’appliqueront a tous les points non prévus par le présent Compromis. 

Fait, en double exemplaire, 4 Londres, le 13 octobre 1904. 


(L.-S.) Paut CamBon 
(L.-S.) LAaNspowNE 


Extract from the Treaty of Friendship and Commerce of November 
17, 1844, between France and the Iman of Muscat? 


III. Les Francais auront la faculté d’acheter, de vendre ou de 
prendre a bail des terres, maisons, magasins, dans les Etats de Son 
Altesse le Sultan de Mascate. Nul ne pourra, sous aucun prétexte 
pénétrer dans les maisons, magasins et autres propriétés, possédés ou 
occupés par des Francais ou par des personnes au service des Frangais, 
ni les visiter sans le consentement de l’occupant, 4 moins que ce ne 
soit avec l’intervention du Consul de France. 

Les Frangais ne pourront, sous aucun prétexte, étre retenus contre 
leur volanté dans les Etats du Sultan de Mascate. 

IV. Les sujets de Son Altesse le Sultan de Mascate qui seront au 
service des Francais jouiront de la méme protection que les Frangais 
eux-mémes; mais, si les sujets de Son Altesse sont convaincus de 
quelque crime ou infraction punissable par la loi, ils seront congédiés 
par les Francais au service desquels ils se trouverait, et livrés aux 
autorités locales. 


Declaration of March 10, 1862, between France and Great Britam re- 
specting the Independence of the Sultans of Muscat and Zanztbar? 


S. M. l’Empereur des Francais et S. M. la Reine du Royaume-Uni 
de la Grande-Bretagne et d’Irlande, prenant en considération l’impor- 
tance qui s’attache au maintien de l’indépendance du Sultan de Mascate 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 35, p. 1011. _ 
2Martens, Nouveau Recueil Général de Traités, 3d series, vol. 4, p. 768. 
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d’une part, et du Sultan de Zanzibar de l’autre, ont jugé convenable de 
sengager réciproquement a respecter l’indépendance de ces deux 
Princes. 

Les soussignés Ministre des Affairs Etrangéres de S. M. l’Empereur 
des Francais et Ambassadeur Extraordinaire de S. M. Britannique 
prés la Cour de France, étant munis de pouvoirs a cet effet, déclarent 
en conséquence, par le présent acte, que leurs dites Majestés prennent 
réciproquement l’engagement indiqué ci-dessus. 

En foi de quoi, les soussignés ont signé en double la présente décla- 
ration et y ont apposé le cachet de leurs armes. 

Fait a Paris, le 10 mars 1862. 


E. THOUVENEL CowLEy 


Extract from the General Act of Brussels of July 2, 1890, for the 
Suppression of the African Slave Trade’ 


SecTIon II. REGLEMENT CONCERNANT L’USAGE DU PAVILLON ET LA 
SURVEILLANCE DES CROISEURS 


1. Rectes Pour LA CONCESSION DU PAVILLON AUX BATIMENTS IN- 
DIGENES, LE ROLE D’EQUIPAGE, ET LE MANIFESTE DES PASSAGERS 
Norrs 


XXX. Les Puissances Signataires s’engagent a exercer une sur- 
veillance rigoureuse sur les batiments indigénes autorisés a porter leur 
pavillon dans la zone indiquée a l’Article XXI, et sur les opérations 
commerciales effectuées par ces batiments. 

XXXI. La qualification de batiment indigéne s’applique aux navires 
qui remplissent une des deux conditions suivantes: 

1. Présenter les signes extérieurs d’une construction ou d’un 
gréement indigéne. 

2. Etre montés par un équipage dont le capitaine et la majorité des 
matelots soient originaires d’un des pays baignés par les eaux de 
l’Océan Indien, de la Mer Rouge, ou du Golfe Persique. 

XXXII. L’autorisation d’aborder le pavillon d’une des dites Puis- 
sances ne sera accordée a l’avenir qu’aux batiments indigénes qui satis- 
feront a la fois aux trois conditions suivantes : 

1. Les armateurs ou propriétaires devront étre sujets ou protégés de 
la Puissance dont ils demandent a porter les couleurs; 

2. Ils seront tenus d’établir qu’ils possédent des biens-fonds dans la 
circonscription de l’autorité a qui est adressée leur demande, ou de 
fournir une caution solvable pour la garantie des amendes qui pour- 
raient étre éventuellement encourues ; 

3. Les dits armateurs ou propriétaires, ainsi que le capitaine du 
batiment, devront fournir la preuve qu’ils jouissent d’une bonne 
réputation et notamment n’avoir jamais été l’objet d’une condamna- 
tion pour faits de Traite. 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 82, p. 65. 
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XXXIII. L’autorisation accordée devra étre renouvelée chaque 
année. Elle pourra toujours étre suspendue ou retirée par les autorités 
de la Puissance dont le batiment porte les couleurs. 

XXXIV. L’acte d’autorisation portera les indications nécessaires 
pour établir Videntité du navire. Le capitaine en sera détenteur. Le 
nom du batiment indigéne et Vindication de son tonnage devront étre 
incrustés et peints en caractéres Latins a la poupe, et la ow les lettres 
initiales de son port d’attache, ainsi que le numéro d’enregistrement 
dans la série des numéros de ce port, seront imprimés en noir sur 
les voiles. 

XXXV. Un role d’équipage sera délivré au capitaine du batiment 
au port de départ par l’autorité de la Puissance dont il porte le pavillon. 
Il sera renouvelé a chaque armement du batiment ou, au plus tard, au 
bout d’une année, et conformément aux dispositions suivantes : 

1. Le role sera, au moment du départ, visé par l’autorité qui l’a 
délivré. 

2. Aucun noir ne pourra étre engagé comme matelot sur un batiment 
sans qu’il ait été préalablement interrogé par l’autorité de la Puissance 
dont ce batiment porte le pavillon, ou, 4 défaut de celle-ci, par l’autorité 
territoriale, a l’effet d’établir qu’il contracte un engagement libre. 

3. Cette autorité tiendra la main a ce que la proportion des matelots 
ou mousses ne soit pas anormale par rapport au tonnage ou au gréement 
des batiments. 

4. L’autorité qui aura interrogé les hommes préalablement a leur 
départ les inscrira sur le role d’équipage, ot ils figureront avec le 
signalement sommaire de chacun d’eux en regard de son nom. 

5. Afin d’empécher plus sirement les substitutions, les matelots 
pourront, en outre, étre pourvus d’une marque distinctive. 

XXXVI. Lorsque le capitaine du batiment désirera embarquer des 
passagers noirs, il devra en faire la déclaration a l’autorité de la Puis- 
sance dont il porte le pavillon, ou, a défaut de celle-ci, a l’autorité terri- 
toriale. Les passagers seront interrogés, et, quand il aura été constaté 
qu’ils s’embarquent librement, ils seront inscrits sur un manifeste 
spécial donnant le signalement de chacun d’eux en regard de son nom, 
et indiquant notamment le sexe et la taille. Les enfants noirs ne pour- 
ront étre admis comme passagers qu’autant qu’ils seront accompagnés 
de leurs parents ou de personnes dont l’honorabilité serait notoire. 
Au départ le manifeste des passagers sera visé par l’autorité indiquée 
ci-dessus, aprés qu’il aura été procédé a un appel. S’il n’y a pas de 
passagers a bord, mention expresse en sera faite sur le role d’équipage. 

XXXVII. A larrivée dans tout port de relache ou de destination, 
le capitaine du batiment produira devant l’autorité de la Puissance dont 
il porte le pavillon, ou, 4 défaut de celle-ci, devant l’autorité terri- 
toriale, le role d’équipage et, s’il y a lieu, les manifestes de passagers 
antérieurement délivrés. L’autorité contrdlera les passagers arrivés a 
destination ou s’arrétant dans un port de relache, et fera mention de 
leur débarquement sur le manifeste. Au départ, la méme autorité 
apposera de nouveau son visa au rdle et au manifeste, et fera l’appel 
des passagers. 
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XXXVIII. Sur le littoral Africain et dans les iles adjacentes, aucun 
passager noir ne sera embarqué a bord d’un batiment indigéne en 
dehors des localités ot réside une autorité relevant d’une des Puis- 
sances Signataires. 

Dans toute l’étendue de la zone prévue a l’Article XXI, aucun 
passager noir ne pourra étre débarqué d’un batiment indigéne hors 
d’une localité ot réside une autorité relevant d’une des Hautes 
Parties Contractantes et sans que cette autorité assiste au débarque- 
ment. 

Les cas de force majeure qui auraient déterminé l’infraction a ces 
dispositions devront étre examinés par l’autorité de la Puissance dont 
le batiment porte les couleurs, ou, a défaut de celle-ci, par l’autorité 
territoriale du port dans lequel le batiment inculpé fait relache. 

XXXIX. Les prescriptions des Articles XXXV, XXXVI, XXXVI, 
et XX XVIII ne sont pas applicables aux bateaux non pontés entiére- 
ment, ayant un maximum de 10 hommes d’équipage, et qui satisferont 
a l’une des deux conditions suivantes: 

1. S’adonner exclusivement a la péche dans les eaux territoriales ; 

2. Se livrer au petit cabotage entre les différentes ports de la méme 
Puissance territoriale, sans s’éloigner de la céte a plus de 5 milles. 

Ces différents bateaux recevront, suivant les cas, de l’autorité terri- 
toriales ou de l’autorité Consulaire, une licence spéciale, renouvelable 
chaque année et révocable dans les conditions prévues a l’Article XL, 
et dont le modéle uniforme, annexé au présent Acte Général, sera com- 
muniqué au Bureau International de Renseignements. 

XL. Tout acte ou tentative de Traite, légalement constaté a la charge 
du capitaine, armateur, ou propriétaire d’un batiment autorisé a porter 
le pavillon d’une des Puissances Signataires, ou ayant obtenu la licence 
prévue a l’Article XXXIX, entrainera le retrait immédiat de cette 
autorisation ou de cette licence. Toutes les infractions aux prescriptions 
du paragraphe 2 du Chapitre III seront punies, en outre, des pénalités 
édictées par les Lois et Ordonnances spéciales 4 chacune des Puissances 
Contractantes. 

XLI. Les Puissances Signataires s’engagent a déposer au Bureau 
International de Renseignements les modéles types des documents ci- 
apres: 

1. Titre autorisant le port du pavillon. 

2. Role d’équipage. 

3. Manifeste des passagers noirs. 

Ces documents, dont la teneur peut varier suiyant les Réglements 
propres a chaque pays, devront renfermer obligatoirement les renseigne- 
ments suivants, libellés dans une langue Européenne: 

1. En ce qui concerne l’autorisation de porter le pavillon: 

(a) Le nom, le tonnage, le gréement, et les dimensions principales 
du batiment ; 

(b) Le numéro d’inscription et la lettre signalétique du port 
d’attache ; 

(c) La date de l’obtention du permis et la qualité du fonctionnaire 
qui l’a délivré. 
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Z. En ce qui concerne le rdéle d’équipage: 

(a). Le nom du batiment, du capitaine, et de l’armateur ou des pro- 
prietaires ; 

(b) Le tonnage du batiment ; 

(c) Le numéro d’inscription et le port d’attache du navire, sa 
destination, ainsi que les renseignements spécifiés a l’Article XXV. 

3. En se qui concerne le manifeste des passagers noirs: 

Le nom du batiment qui les transporte et les renseignements indiqués 
a l’Article XXXVI, et destinés a bien identifier les passagers. 

Les Puissances Signataires prendront les mesures nécessaires pour 
que les autorités territoriales, ou leurs Consuls, envoient au méme 
Bureau des copies certifiées de toute autorisation d’arborer leur 
pavillon, dés qu’elle aura été accordée, ainsi que l’avis du retrait dont 
ces autorisations auraient été l’objet. 

Les dispositions du présent Article ne concernent que les papiers 
destinés aux batiments indigénes. 


Supplementary Agreement of January 13, 1905, to the Agreement for 
Arbstration+ 


La constitution du Tribunal Arbitral institué par le Compromis signé 
a Londres le 13 Octobre, 1904, ayant été retardée de quelques jours par 
suite de circonstances indépendantes de la volonté des Hautes Parties 
Contractantes, le Gouvernement de Sa Majesté Britannique et le 
Gouvernement de la République Frangaise ont jugé utile, d’un commun 
accord, d’user de la faculté qui leur est accordée dans le 4° paragraphe 
de l’Article I du dit Compromis de prolonger le délai fixé pour la 
remise du Mémoire. 

Ils conviennent, en conséquence, par les présentes, de fixer au 1° 
Février la date a laquelle les membres du Tribunal Arbitral et les deux 
Gouvernements intéressés recevront communication du Mémoire ou 
du dossier présenté par les Parties. 

Il est également entendu que les délais successifs prévus a 1|’Article 
II du Compromis pour la procédure Arbitrale courront du 1° Février 
au lieu du 13 Janvier, date qui résultait des termes de l’Accord signé 
le 13 Octobre, 1904, par M. Paul Cambon et Lord Lansdowne. 

Fait 4 Londres, en double exemplaire, le 13 Janvier, 1905. 


(L.S.) Paut CamBon 
(L.S.) LanspowNE 


Supplementary Agreement of May 19, 1905 to the Agreement for 
Arbitration? 


La constitution du Tribunal Arbitral institué par le Compromis 
signé a Londres le 13 Octobre, 1904, ayant été retardée de quelques 
jours par suite de circonstances indépendantes de la volonté des 


1Official report, p. 9. 
2Tbid., p. 11. 
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Hautes Parties Contractantes, le Gouvernement de la République 
Frangaise et le Gouvernement de Sa Majesté Britannique ont jugé 
utile, d’un commun accord, d’user de la faculté qui leur est accordée 
par le quatriéme paragraphe de 1l’Article II dudit Compromis de pro- 
longer le délai fixé pour la remise des Conclusions, 

Ils conviennent, en conséquence, par les présentes, de laisser au 
Tribunal Arbitral le soin de fixer la date a laquelle les membres dudit 
Tribunal et les deux Gouvernements intéressés recevront communica- 
tion des Conclusions présentées par les Parties. 

Cet Accord additionnel sera communiqué au Tribunal Arbitral par 
les soins du Bureau International de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage. 

Fait a Londres, en double exemplaire, le 19 Mai, 1905. 


(L.S.) Paut CamsBon 
(L.S.) LanspowNE 


THE CASABLANCA CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, May 22, 19091 


Considérant que, par un Protocole du 10 novembre 1908 et par un 
Compromis du 24 du méme mois, le Gouvernement de la République 
francaise et le Gouvernement impérial allemand se sont mis d’accord 
pour charger un Tribunal arbitral, composé de cinq membres, de 
résoudre les questions de fait et de droit que soulévent les événements 
qui se sont produits 4 Casablanca, le 25 septembre 1908, entre des 
agents des deux pays; 

Considérant que, en exécution de ce Compromis, les deux Gouverne- 
ments ont désigné respectivement comme Arbitres, 

le Gouvernement de la République francaise: le trés honorable Sir 
Edward Fry, Docteur en droit, autrefois siégeant 4 la Cour d’appel, 
Membre du Conseil privé du Roi, Membre de la Cour permanente 
d’Arbitrage, et M. Louis Renault, Membre de 1’Institut de France, 
Ministre plénipotentiaire, Professeur a la Faculté de droit de Paris, 
Jurisconsulte du Ministére des Affaires Etrangéres, Membre de la 
Cour permanente d’Arbitrage ; . 

et le Gouvernement impérial allemand: M. Guido Fusinato, Doc- 
teur en droit, ancien Ministre de I’Instruction publique, ancien Pro- 
fesseur de droit international a l’Université de Turin, Député au 
Parlement italien, Conseiller d’Etat, Membre de la Cour permanente 
d’Arbitrage, et M. Kriege, Docteur en droit, Conseiller actuel intime 
de Légation, Conseiller rapporteur et Jurisconsulte au Département 
des Affaires Etrangéres, Membre de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage ; 

Que les Arbitres ainsi désignés chargés, de nommer un Surarbitre, 
ont choisi comme tel M. K. Hj. L. de Hammarskjold, Docteur en droit, 
ancien Ministre de la Justice, ancien Ministre des Cultes et de 
l’Instruction publique, ancien Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre pléni- 
potentiaire a Copenhague, ancien Président de la Cour d’Appel de 
Jonk6ping, ancien Professeur a la Faculté de droit d’Upsal, Gouverneur 
de la Province d’Upsal, Membre de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage ; 

Considérant que, conformément aux dispositions du Compromis du 
24 novembre 1908, les mémoires et contre-mémoires ont été diment 
échangés entre les Parties et communiqués aux Arbitres ; 

Considérant que le Tribunal, constitué comme il est dit ci-dessus, 
s’est réuni 4 La Haye le 1° mai 1909; 

Que les deux Gouvernements ont respectivement désigné comme 
Agents, 

le Gouvernement de la République francaise: M. André Weiss, 
Professeur 4 la Faculté de droit de Paris, Jurisconsulte adjoint du 
Ministére des Affaires Etrangéres, 


1Official report, p. 153. 
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et le Gouvernement impérial allemand: M. Albrecht Lentze, Doc- 
teur en droit, Conseiller intime de Légation, Conseiller rapporteur au 
Département des Affaires Etrangeéres ; 

Considérant que les Agents des Parties ont présenté au Tribunal les 
conclusions suivantes : 

savoir, l’Agent du Gouvernement de la République francaise: 


PLAISE AU TRIBUNAL, 


Dire et juger que c’est a tort que le Consul et les agents du Consulat 
impérial allemand a Casablanca ont tenté de faire embarquer sur un 
navire allemand des déserteurs de la Légion étrangére francaise, ne 
ressortissant pas a la nationalité allemande ; 

Dire et juger que c’est a tort que le méme Consul et les memes 
agents ont, dans les mémes conditions, accordé, sur le territoire occupé 
par le corps de débarquement francais 4 Casablanca, leur protection et 
leur assistance matérielle 4 trois autres légionnaires, qu’ils croyaient 
ou qu’ils pouvaient croire Allemands, méconnaissant ainsi les droits 
exclusifs de juridiction qui appartiennent a l’Etat occupant, en territoire 
étranger, méme en pays de Capitulations, au regard des soldats de 
V’armée d’occupation, et des actes, quels qu’ils soient et d’ot qu’ils 
viennent, qui sont de nature 4 compromettre sa sécurité; 

Dire et juger qu’aucune atteinte n’a été portée, en la personne de 
M. Just, chancelier du Consulate impérial 4 Casablanca, et du soldat 
marocain Abd-el-Kerim ben Mansour, a l’inviolabilité consulaire, par 
les officiers, soldats et marins francais qui ont procédé a l’arrestation 
des déserteurs; et qu’en repoussant les attaques et les voies de fait 
dirigées contre eux, lesdits officiers, soldats et marins se sont bornés 
a user du droit de légitime défense. 

Et Agent du Gouvernement impérial allemand (conclusions tra- 
duites), 


PLAISE AU TRIBUNAL, 


1°. En ce qui concerne les questions de fait, 

Déclarer que trois individus qui avaient antérieurement servi dans 
la Légion étrangére francaise, Walter Bens, Heinrich Heinemann et 
Julius Meyer, tous trois Allemands, ont, le 25 septembre 1908, au port 
de Casablanca, pendant qu’ils étaient accompagnés par.des agents de 
PAllemagne, été violemment arrachés a ces derniers et arrétés par des 
agents de la France; qu’a cette occasion des agents de !’Allemagne ont 
été attaqués, maltraités, outragés et menacés par des agents de la 
France ; 

2°. En ce qui concerne les questions de droit, 

Déclarer que les trois individus mentionnés au No. 1 étaient, au 25 
septembre 1908, soumis exclusivement a la juridiction et a la pro- 
tection du Consulat impérial allemand a Casablanca; que des 
agents de la France n’étaient pas alors autorisés a entraver l’exercice 
par des agents de l’Allemagne de la protection allemande sur ces trois 
individus et a revendiquer de leur cdté sur eux un droit de juridiction; 
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3°. En ce qui concerne la situation des individus arrétés le 25 sep- 
tembre 1908 au sujet de laquelle il y a contestation, 

Décider que le Gouvernement de la République francaise, aussitdt 
que possible, se dessaisira des trois Allemands désignés au No. 1 et 
les mettra a la disposition du Gouvernement allemand. 

Considérant que l’Agent de la République: frangaise a, dans l’audi- 
ence du 17 mai 1909, déclaré que, dans ses conclusions, il ne s’agit, soit 
pour les déserteurs de nationalité allemande, soit pour les autres, que 
des mesures prises par des agents allemands aprés la désertion et en 
vue de faire embarquer les déserteurs ; 

Considérant qu’aprés que le Tribunal eut entendu les exposés oraux 
des Agents des Parties et les explications qu’ils lui ont fournies sur sa 
demande, les débats ont été déclarés clos dans l’audience du 17 mai 
1909 ; 

Considérant que, d’aprés le régime des Capitulations en vigueur au 
Maroc, l’autorité consulaire allemande exerce, en régle générale, une 
juridiction exclusive sur tous les ressortissants allemands qui se trou- 
vent dans ce pays; 

Considérant que, d’autre part, un corps d’occupation exerce aussi, 
en régle générale, une juridiction exclusive sur toutes les personnes 
appartenant audit corps d’occupation ; 

Que ce droit de juridiction doit étre reconnu, toujours en régle 
générale, méme dans les pays soumis au régime des Capitulations ; 

Considérant que, dans le cas ot: des ressortissants d’une Puissance 
qui bénéficie au Maroc du régime des Capitulations appartiennent au 
corps d’occupation envoyé dans ce pays par une autre Puissance, il se 
produit, par la force des choses, un confit entre les deux juridictions 
sus-indiquées ; 

Considérant que le Gouvernement francais n’a pas fait connaitre la 
composition du corps expéditionnaire et n’a pas déclaré que le fait de 
Yoccupation militaire modifiait la juridiction consulaire exclusive 
découlant du régime des Capitulations ; que, d’autre part, le Gouverne- 
ment allemand n’a pas réclamé au sujet de l’emploi au Maroc de la 
Légion étrangére qui, notoirement, est, pour une certaine partie, com- 
posée de ressortissants allemands; 

Considérant qu’il n’appartient pas a ce Tribunal d’émettre une 
opinion sur l’organisation de la Légion étrangére ou sur son emploi au 
Maroc; 

Considérant que le conflit de juridictions dont il a été parlé ne saurait 
étre décidé par une régle absolue qui accorderait d’une maniere 
générale la préférence, soit a l’une, soit a l’autre des deux juridictions 
concurrentes ; 

Que, dans chaque cas particulier, il faut tenir compte des circon- 
stances de fait qui sont de nature a déterminer la préférence; 

Considérant que la juridiction du corps d’occupation doit, en cas de 
conflit, avoir la préférence, lorsque les personnes appartenant a ce 
corps n’ont pas quitté le territoire placé sous la domination immédiate, 
durable et effective de la force armée ; 
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Considérant qu’a l’époque dont il s’agit, la ville fortifiée de Casa- 
blanca était militairement occupée et gardée par des forces militaires 
francaises qui constituaient la garnison de cette ville et se trouvaient, 
soit dans la ville méme, soit dans les camps environnants ; 

Considérant que, dans ces conditions, les déserteurs de nationalité 
allemande, appartenant aux forces militaires de l’un de ces camps et 
étant dans l’enceinte de la ville, restaient soumis a la juridiction mili- 
taire exclusive ; 

Considérant, d’autre part, que, la question de la compétence re- 
spective en pays de Capitulations, de la juridiction consulaire et de la 
juridiction militaire étant trés compliquée et n’ayant pas regu de solu- 
tion expresse nette et universellement reconnue, l’autorité consulaire 
allemande ne saurait encourir aucun blame pour avoir accordé sa pro- 
tection aux déserteurs susnommés, qui l’avaient sollicitée ; 

Considérant que le Consul allemand 4 Casablanca n’a pas accordé 
la protection du Consulat aux déserteurs de nationalité non allemande 
et que le drogman du Consulat n’a pas non plus dépassé a ce sujet les 
limites de sa compétence ; 

Considérant que le fait que le Consul a signé, sans le lire, le sauf- 
conduit portant six personnes au lieu de trois et omettant Vindication 
de la nationalité allemande, telle qu’il l’avait lui-méme prescrite, ne 
peut lui étre imputé que comme une faute non intentionnelle ; 

Considérant que le soldat marocain du Consulat, en contribuant a 
l’embarquement des déserteurs, n’a fait qu’agir d’aprés les ordres de ses 
supérieurs et que, a raison de sa situation inférieure, aucune respon- 
sabilité personnelle ne saurait peser sur lui; 

Considérant que le Secrétaire du Consulat a intentionnellement 
cherché a faire embarquer des déserteurs de nationalité non allemande 
comme jouissant de la protection du Consulat ; 

Qu’a cette fin, il a, de propos délibéré, amené le Consul a signer le 
sauf-conduit mentionné ci-dessus; et que, dans la méme intention, il 
a pris des mesures tant pour conduire au port que pour faire em- 
barquer ces déserteurs ; 

Qu’en agissant ainsi, il est sorti des limites de sa compétence et a 
commis une violation grave et manifeste de ses devoirs; 

Considérant que les déserteurs de nationalité allemande se sont 
trouvés au port sous la protection de fait de l’autorité consulaire alle- 
mande et que cette protection n’était pas manifestement illégale ; 

Considérant que cette situation de fait aurait di, dans la mesure 
du possible, étre respectée par l’autorité militaire francaise ; 

Considérant que les déserteurs de nationalité allemande ont été 
arrétés par cette autorité malgré les protestations faites au nom du 
Consulat ; 

Considérant que l’autorité militaire aurait pu et, par conséquent, di 
se borner 4 empécher l’embarquement et la fuite de ces déserteurs et, 
avant de procéder a leur arrestation et 4 leur emprisonnement, a offrir 
de les laisser en séquestre au Consulate allemand, jusqu’a ce que la 
question de la juridiction compétente efit été résolue ; 
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Que cette maniére de procéder aurait aussi été de nature a main- 
tenir le prestige de l’autorité consulaire, conformément aux intéréts 
communs de tous les Européens vivant au Maroc; 

Considérant que, méme si l’on admet la légalité de l’arrestation, les 
circonstances ne justifiaient, de la part de militaires francais, ni la 
menace faite a l’aide d’un revolver, ni la prolongation des coups portés 
au soldat marocain du Consulat méme aprés que sa résistance avait été 
brisée ; 

Considérant que, quant aux autres outrages ou voies de fait allégués 
de part et d’autre, l’enchainement et la nature exacte des événements 
sont impossibles a établir ; 

Considérant que, conformément a ce qui a été dit plus haut, les 
déserteurs de nationalité allemande auraient di étre remis au Con- 
sulat pour rétablir la situation de fait troublée par leur arrestation; 

Que cette restitution aurait aussi été désirable envue de maintenir 
le prestige consulaire ; 

Mais, considérant que, dans l’état actuel des choses, ce Tribunal 
étant appelé a déterminer la situation définitive des déserteurs, il n’y 
a plus lieu d’ordonner la remise provisoire et temporaire qui aurait du 
s’effectuer. 

Par ces Motirs, 


Le Tribunal arbitral déclare et prononce ce qui suit: 

C’est a tort et par une faute grave et manifeste que le Secrétaire du 
Consulat impérial allemand a Casablanca a tenté de faire embarquer, 
sur un vapeur allemand, des déserteurs de la Légion étrangére fran- 
Gaise qui n’étaient pas de nationalité allemande. 

Le Consul allemand et les autres agents du Consulat ne sont pas 
responsables de ce chef, toutefois, en signant le sauf-conduit qui lui a 
été présenté, le Consul a commis une faute non intentionelle. 

Le Consulat allemand n’avait pas, dans les conditions de l’espéce, le 
droit d’accorder sa protection aux déserteurs de nationalité allemande ; 
toutefois, l’erreur de droit commise sur ce point par les fonctionnaires 
du Consulat ne saurait leur étre imputée comme une faute, soit inten- 
tionelle, soit non intentionnelle. 

C’est a tort que les autorités militaires francaises n’ont pas, dans la 
mesure du possible, respecté la protection de fait exercée sur ces 
déserteurs au nom du Consulat allemand. 

Méme abstraction faite du devoir de respecter la protection con- 
sulaire, les circonstances ne justifiaient, de la part de militaires frangais, 
ni la menace faite a l’aide d’un revolver, ni la prolongation des coups 
donnés au soldat marocain du Consulat. 

Il n’y a pas lieu de donner suite aux autres réclamations contenues 
dans les conclusions des deux Parties. 

Fait 4 La Haye, dans l’Hétel de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage, 
le 22 mai 1909. 

Le Président: Hj. L. HAMMARSKJOLD 
Le Secrétaire général: M1cHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN 
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Agreement for Arbitration, November 24, 1908* 


Le Gouvernement de la République Francaise et le Gouvernement 
Impérial Allemand s’étant mis d’accord, le 10 novembre 1908, pour 
soumettre a l’arbitrage l’ensemble des questions soulevées par les 
événements qui se sont produits 4 Casablanca, le 25 septembre dernier, 
les soussignés, diiment autorisés a cet effet, sont convenus du compro- 
mis suivant : 

Art. 1. Un Tribunal arbitral, constitué comme il est dit ci-aprés, est 
chargé de résoudre les questions de fait et de droit que soulévent les 
événements qui se sont produits a Casablanca, le 25 septembre dernier, 
entre les agents des deux pays. 

2. Le tribunal arbitral sera composé de cing arbitres pris parmi les 
membres de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage de La Haye. 

Chaque Gouvernement, aussit6t que possible et dans un délai qui 
n’excédera pas quinze jours a partir de la date du présent compromis, 
choisira deux arbitres dont un seul pourra étre son national. Les quatre 
arbitres ainsi désignés choisiront un surarbitre dans la quinzaine du 
jour ot leur désignation leur aura été notifiée. 

3. Le 1° février 1909, chaque partie remettra au Bureau de la Cour 
permanente dix-huit exemplaires de son Mémoire avec les copies cer- 
tifiées conformes de toutes piéces et documents qu’elle compte invo- 
quer dans la cause. Le Bureau en assurera sans retard la transmission 
aux arbitres et aux parties, savoir, de deux exemplaires pour chaque 
arbitre, de trois exemplaires pour chaque partie. Deux exemplaires 
resteront dans les archives du Bureau. Le 1* avril 1909, les parties 
déposeront dans la méme forme leurs contre-Mémoires avec les piéces 
a l’appui de leurs conclusions finales. 

4. Chaque partie devra déposer au Bureau International, au plus 
tard le 15 avril 1909, la somme de 3,000 florins néerlandais, a titre 
d’avance pour les frais du litige. 

5. Le tribunal se réunira 4 La Haye le 1° mai 1909 et procédera im- 
médiatement a l’examen du litige. Il aura la faculté de se transporter 
momentanément ou de déléguer un ou plusieurs de ses membres pour 
se transporter en tel lieu qu’il lui semblerait utile, en vue de procéder 
a des mesures d’information dans les conditions de l’article XX de la 
Convention du 18 octobre 1907, pour le réglement pacifique des con- 
flits internationaux. 

6. Les parties peuvent faire usage de la langue francaise ou de la 
langue allemande. Les membres de tribunal petrvent se servir, a leur 
choix, de la langue frangaise ou de la langue allemande. Les décisions 
du Tribunal seront rédigées dans les deux langues. 

7. Chaque partie sera représentée par un agent spécial avec mission 
de servir d’intermédiaire entre elle et le Tribunal. Ces agents don- 
neront les éclaircissements qui leur seront demandés par le Tribunal et 
pourront présenter les moyens qu’ils jugeraient utiles 4 la défense de 
leur cause. 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 102, p. 916. 
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8. Pour tout ce qui n’est pas prévu par le présent compromis, les 
stipulations de la Convention précitée du 18 octobre 1907, dont la 
ratification n’a pas encoure eu lieu, mais qui a été signée également par 
la France et l’Allemagne, seront applicables au présent arbitrage. 

9. Aprés que le Tribunal arbitral aura résolu les questions de fait et de 
droit qui lui sont soumises, il réglera en conséquence la situation 
des individus arrétés le 25 septembre dernier au sujet de laquelle il y 
a contestation. 

Fait en double a Berlin, le 24 novembre 1908. 


(L. S.) JuLes CamsBon 
(L. S.) Kieren 


Protocol of November 10, 1908, between France and Germany con- 
taining a Formula of Regrets for Events which occurred at Casa- 
blanca on the 25th September, 1908* 


Les deux Gouvernements, regrettant les événements qui se sont pro- 
duits a Casablanca le 25 septembre dernier et qui ont amené des agents 
subalternes a des violences et a de facheuses voies de fait, décident de 
soumettre l’ensemble des questions soulevées a ce sujet a l’arbitrage. 

D’un commun accord, chacun des deux Gouvernements s’engage a 
exprimer ses regrets sur les actes de ces agents, suivant le jugement 
que les arbitres auront porté sur les faits et sur la question de droit. 

Berlin, le 10 novembre, 1908. 


JULES CAMBON 
KIDERLEN 


Procés-verbal of Regrets of May 29, 1900? 


Le Gouvernement de la République et le Gouvernement Impérial 
étant convenus, le 10 novembre dernier, de soumettre l’ensemble des 
questions soulevées par les événements qui se sont produits a Casa- 
blanca, le 25 septembre précédent, a un tribunal arbitral convoqué a 
cet effet, et les deux Gouvernements s’étant engagés a s’exprimer mu- 
tuellement des regrets sur les actes de leurs agents, suivant le jugement 
que les arbitres auraient porté sur les faits et sur la question de droit; 
et le Tribunal arbitral ayant, 4 La Haye, le 22 mai, 1909, déclaré et 
prononcé ce qui suit: 

“C’est a tort et par une faute grave et manifeste que le secrétaire 
du consulat Impérial allemand a Casablanca a tenté de faire embarquer 
sur un vapeur allemand des déserteurs de la Légion étrangére fran- 
caise, qui n’étaient pas de nationalité allemande. Le consul allemand 
et les autres agents du consulat ne sont pas responsables de ce chef; 
toutefois, en signant le sauf-conduit qui lui a été présenté, le consul a 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 102, p. 916. 
2Tbid., p. 602. » 
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commis une faute non intentionnelle. Le consulat allemand n’avait pas, 
dans les conditions de l’espéce, le droit d’accorder sa protection, aux 
déserteurs de nationalité allemande; toutfois, l’erreur de droit com- 
mise sur ce point par les fonctionnaires du consulat ne saurait leur 
étre imputée comme une faute, soit intentionnelle, soit non intention- 
nelle. C’est a tort que les autorités militaires frangaises n’ont pas, 
dans la mesure du possible, respecté la protection de fait exercée sur 
ces déserteurs au nom du consulat allemand. Méme abstraction faite 
du devoir de respecter la protection consulaire, les circonstances ne 
justifiaient, de la part de militaires francais, ni la menace faite a l’aide 
d’un revolver, ni la prolongation des coups donnés au soldat marocain 
du consulat. Il n’y a pas lieu de donner suite aux autres réclamations 
contenues dans les réclamations des deux parties.” 

Le Gouvernement de la République francaise et le Gouvernement 
Impérial d’Allemagne déclarent, chacun en ce qui le concerne, ex- 
primer les regrets que comportent les actes relevés a la charge de leurs 
agents par la décision arbitrale. 

Fait a Berlin, en deux exemplaires, le 29 mai, 1909. 

Von SCHOEN 
BARON DE BERCKHEIM 
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Award of the Tribunal, October 23, 19091 


Considérant que, par une Convention du 14 mars 1908, la Norvége 
et la Suéde se sont mises d’accord pour soumettre a la décision défini- 
tive d’un Tribunal arbitral, composé d’un Président qui ne sera ni 
sujet d’aucune des Parties contractantes ni domicilié dans l’un des 
deux pays, et de deux autres Membres, dont I’un sera Norvégien et 
Yautre Suédois, la question de la frontiére maritime entre la Norvége 
et la Suéde, en tant que cette frontiére n’a pas été réglée par la 
Résolution Royale du 15 mars 1904; 

Considérant que, en exécution de cette Convention, les deux 
Gouvernements ont désignée respectivement comme Président et 
Arbitres: 

Monsieur J. A. Loeff, Docteur en droit et en sciences politiques 
ancien Ministre de la Justice, Membre de la Seconde Chambre des 
Etats-Généraux des Pays-Bas; 

Monsieur F. V. N. Beichmann, Président de la Cour d’appel de 
Trondhjem, et 

Monsieur K. Hj. L. de Hammarskjold, Docteur en droit, ancien 
Ministre de la Justice, ancien Ministre des Cultes et de I’Instruction 
publique, ancien Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire 
a Copenhague, ancien Président de la Cour d’appel de Jonkoping, 
ancien Professeur a la Faculté de droit d’Upsal, Gouverneur de la 
Province d’Upsal, Membre de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage ; 

Considérant que, conformément aux dispositions de la Convention, 
les Mémoires, Contre-Mémoires et Répliques ont été diment échangés 
entre les Parties et communiqués aux Arbitres dans les délais fixés 
par le Président du Tribunal ; 

Que les deux Gouvernements ont respectivement désigné comme 
Agents, 

le Gouvernement de la Norvége: Monsieur Kristen Johanssen, Avo- 
cat a la Cour supreme de Norvege, 

et le Gouvernement de la Suéde: Monsieur C. O. Montan, ancien 
Membre de la Cour d’appel de Svea, Juge au Tribunal mixte 
d’Alexandrie; 

Considérant qu’il a été convenu, par l’article II de la Convention: 

1°. que le Tribunal arbitral déterminera la ligne frontiére dans les 
eaux a partir du point indiqué sous XVIII sur la carte annexée au 
projet des Commissaires norvégiens et suédois du 18 aoit 1897, dans 
la mer jusqu’a la limite des eaux territoriales ; 


1Official report, in fine. 
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2°. que les lignes limitant la zone, qui peut étre lobjet du litige 
par suite des conclusions des Parties et dans la quelle la ligne frontiére 
sera par conséquent établie, ne doivent pas étre tracées de fagon a 
comprendre ni des iles, ni des ilots, ni des récifs, qui ne sont pas 
constamment sous l’eau; 

Considérant qu’il a été également convenu, par l’article III de ladite 
Convention: 

1°. que le Tribunal arbitral aura a décider si la ligne frontiére doit 
étre considérée, soit entiérement soit en partie, comme fixée par le 
Traité de délimitation de 1661 avec la carte y annexée et de quelle 
maniére la ligne ainsi établie doit étre tracée; 

2°. que, pour autant que la ligne frontiére ne sera pas considérée 
comme fixée par ce traité et cette carte, le Tribunal aura a fixer cette 
ligne frontiére entenant compte des circonstances de fait et des prin- 
cipes du droit international ; 

Considérant que les Agents des Parties ont présenté au Tribunal les 
Conclusions suivantes (conclusions traduites), 

Agent du Gouvernement Norvégien: 

que la frontiére entre la Norvége et la Suede, dans la zone qui forme 
Vobjet de la décision arbitrale, soit déterminée en conformité avec la 
ligne indiquée sur la carte, annexée sous numero 35 au Mémoire pré- 
senté au nom du Gouvernement Norvégien ; 

et Agent du Gouvernement Suédois: 

I. en ce qui concerne la question préliminaire: 

Plaise au Tribunal arbitral de déclarer, que la ligne de frontiére 
litigieuse, quant a l’espace entre le point XVIII déja fixé sur la carte 
des Commissaires de l’année 1897 et le point A sur la carte du Traité 
de frontiére de l’année 1661, n’est établie qu’incomplétement par ledit 
traité et la carte du traité, en tant que la situation exacte de ce point-ci 
nen ressort pas clairement, et, en ce qui regarde le reste de l’espace, 
s’étendant vers l’ouest a partir du méme point A jusqu’a la limite 
territoriale, que la ligne de frontiére n’a pas du tout été établie par ces 
documents ; 

II. en ce qui concerne la question principale: 

1. Plaise au Tribunal de vouloir bien, en se laissant diriger par le 
Traité et la carte de l’année 1661, et en tenant compte des circon- 
stances de fait et des principes du droit des gens, déterminer la ligne 
de frontiére maritime litigieuse entre la Suéde et la Norvége a partir 
du point XVIII, déja fixé, de telle fagon, que d’abord la ligne de 
frontiére soit tracée en ligne droite jusqu’a un point qui forme le point 
de milieu d’une ligne droite, reliant le récif le plus septentrional des 
Roskaren, faisant partie des iles de Koster, c’est-a-dire celui indiqué 
sur la table 5 du Rapport de l’année 1906 comme entouré des chiffres 
de profondeur 9, 10 et 10, et le récif qui est le plus méridional des 
Svartskjar, faisant partie des iles de Tisler, et qui est muni d’une 
balise, point indiqué sur la méme table 5 comme point XIX; 

2. Plaise au Tribunal de vouloir bien en outre, en tenant compte des 
circonstances de fait et des principes du droit des gens, établir le reste 
de la frontiére litigieuse de telle fagon, que 


THE GRISBADARNA CASE 489 


a. a partir du point fixé selon les conclusions sub 1 et designe comme 
point XIX, la ligne de frontiére soit tracée en ligne droite jusqu’a un 
point situé au milieu d’une ligne droite, reliant le récif le plus septen- 
trional des récifs indiqués par le nom Stora Drammen, du coté suédois, 
et le rocher Hejeknub situé au sud-est de Vile Heja, du coté norvégien, 
point indiqueé sur ladite table 5 comme point XX, et 

b. a partir du point nommé en dernier lieu, la ‘frontiére soit tracée 
en ligne droite vers le vrai ouest aussi loin dans la mer que les terri- 
toires maritimes des deux Etats sont censés s’étendre; 

Considérant que la ligne mentionnée dans les conclusions de l’Agent 
Norvégien est tracée comme suit: 

du point XVIII indiqué sur la carte des Commissaires de 1897 en 
ligne droite jusqu’a un point XIX situé au milieu d’une ligne tirée 
entre le récif le plus méridional des Svartskjar—celui qui est muni 
d’une balise—et le récif le plus septentrional des Roskaren, 

de ce point XIX en ligne droite jusqu’a un point XX situé au milieu 
d’une ligne tirée entre le récif le plus méridional des Heiefluer (s6ndre 
Heieflu) et le récif le plus septentrional des récifs compris sous la 
dénomination de Stora Drammen, 

de ce point XX jusqu’a un point XXa en suivant la perpendiculaire 
tirée au milieu de la ligne nommée en dernier lieu, 

de ce point X Xa jusqu’a un point XXb en suivant la perpendiculaire 
tirée au milieu d’une ligne reliant ledit récif le plus méridional des 
Heiefluer au récif le plus méridional des récifs compris sous la dé- 
nomination de Stora Drammen, 

de ce point X Xb jusqu’a un point XXc en suivant la perpendiculaire 
tirée au milieu d’une ligne reliant le sondre Heieflu au petit récif situé 
au Nord de Vilot Klofningen prés de Morholmen, 

de ce point XXc jusqu’a un point X Xd en suivant la perpendiculaire 
tirée au milieu d’une ligne reliant le midtre Heieflu au dit récif au 
Nord de lilot Klofningen, 

de ce point XXd en suivant la perpendiculaire tirée au milieu de Ja 
ligne reliant le midtre Heieflu a un petit récif situé a Ouest du dit 
Kl6dfningen jusqu’a un point XXI ou se croisent les cercles tirés avec 
un rayon de 4 milles marins (a 60 au degré) autor des dits récifs, 

Considérant, qu’aprés que le Tribunal eut visité la zone litigieuse, 
examiné les documents et les cartes qui lui ont été présentés, et entendu 
les plaidoyers et les répliques ainsi que les explications qui lui ont été 
fournies sur sa demande, les débats ont été déclarés clos dans la séance 
du 18 octobre 1909; 

Considérant, en ce qui concerne |’interprétation de certaines expres- 
sions dont s’est servi la Convention et sur lesquelles les deux Parties, 
au cours des débats, ont émis des opinions différentes, 

Que—en premier lieu—le Tribunal est d’avis, que la clause d’aprés 
laquelle il déterminera la ligne frontiére dans la mer jusqu'd la limite 
des eaux territoriales n’a d’autre but que d’exclure l’éventualité d’une 
détermination incompléte, qui, dans l’avenir, pourrait étre cause d’un 
nouveau litige de frontiére ; 
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que, de toute évidence, il a été absolument étranger aux intentions 
des Parties de fixer d’avance le point final de la frontiére, de sorte que 
le Tribunal n’aurait qu’a déterminer la direction entre deux points 
données ; 

Que—en second lieu—la clause, d’aprés laquelle les lignes, limitant 
la zone, qui peut étre l’objet du litige par suite des conclusions des 
Parties, ne dowent pas étre tracées de fagon a comprendre, ni des iles, 
ni des ilots, ni des récifs, qui ne sont pas constamment sous lean ne 
saurait étre interprétée de maniére a impliquer, que les iles, ilots et 
récifs susindiqués devraient étre pris nécessairement comme points de 
départ pour la détermination de la frontiere; 

Considérant donc que, sous les deux rapports susmentionnés, le 
Tribunal conserve toute sa liberté de statuer sur la frontiére dans les 
bornes des prétentions respectives ; 

Considérant, que d’aprés les termes de la Convention, la tache du 
Tribunal consiste a déterminer la ligne frontiére dans les eaux a 
partir du point indiqué sous XVIII, sur la carte annexée au projet 
des Commissaires Norvégiens et Suédois du 18 aotit 1897, dans ia 
mer, jusqu’a la limite des eaux territoriales ; 

Considérant, quant a la question ‘‘si la ligne frontiére doit étre 
considérée, soit entiérement soit en partie, comme fixée par le Traité 
de délimitation de 1661 avec la carte y annexée,” 

que la réponse a cette question doit étre négative, du moins en ce 
qui concerne la ligne frontiére au dela du point A sur la carte susin- 
diquée ; 

Considérant que la situation exacte, que le point A occupe sur cette 
carte ne peut étre précisée d’une maniére absolue, mais que, en tout 
cas, il correspond a un point situé entre le point XIX et le point XX, 
comme ces deux points seront fixés ci-aprés; 

Considérant que les Parties en litige sont d’accord en ce qui concerne 
la ligne frontiere du point indiqué sous XVIII sur la carte du 18 
aot 1897 jusqu’au point indiqué sous XIX dans les conclusions 
suédoises ; 

Considérant que, en ce qui concerne la ligne frontiére du dit point 
XIX jusqu’a un point indiqué sous XX sur des cartes annexées aux 
mémoires, les Parties sont également d’accord, sauf la seule différence 
dépendant de la question de savoir si, pour déterminer le point XX, il 
faut prendre les Heiefluer ou bien le Heieknub comme point de départ 
du coté norvégien ; 

Considérant, a ce sujet, 

que les Parties ont adopté, en pratique du moins, le principe du par- 
tage par la ligne médiane, tirée entre les iles, ilots et récifs, situés des 
deux cétés et n’étant pas constamment submergés, comme ayant été, 
a leur avis, le principe qui avait été appliqué en deca du point A, par le 
Traité de 1661; 

qu’une adoption de principe inspirée par de pareils motifs—abstrac- 
tion faite de la question, si le principe invoqué a été réellement ap- 
pliqué par ledit traité—doit avoir pour conséquence logique que, en 
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l'appliquant de nos jours, on tienne compte en méme temps des cir- 
constances de fait ayant existé a l’époque du traité; 

Considérant que les Heiefluer sont des récifs dont, a un degré suffi- 
sant de certitude, on peut prétendre que, au temps du traité de délimi- 
tation de 1661, ils n’émergeaient pas de I’eau, 

que, par cons€quent, a cette époque 1a ils n’auraient pu servir comme 
point de départ pour une délimitation de frontiére; 

Considérant done que, au point de vue mentionné plus haut, le 
Heieknub doit étre préféré aux Heiefluer; 

Considérant que le point XX étant fixé, il reste a déterminer Ja 
ligne frontiére a partir de ce point XX jusqu’a la limite des eaux 
territoriales ; 

Considérant que le point XX est situé, sans aucun doute, au dela 
du point A, indiqué sur la carte annexée au Traité de délimitation de 
1661; 

Considérant que la Norvége a soutenu la thése, qui du reste n’a pas 
été rejetée par la Suéde, que par le seul fait de la paix de Roskilde 
en 1658 le territoire maritime dont il s’agit a été partagé automatique- 
ment entre Elle et la Suéde; 

Considérant que le Tribunal se rallie complétement a cette opinion; 

Considérant que cette opinion est conforme aux principes fonda- 
mentaux du droit des gens, tant ancien que moderne, d’aprés lesquels 
le territoire maritime est une dépendance nécessaire d’un territoire 
terrestre, ce dont il suit, qu’au moment que, en 1658, le territoire 
terrestre nommé le Bohuslan fut cédé a la Suéde, le rayon de terri- 
toire maritime formant la dépendance inséparable de ce territoire 
terrestre dut faire automatiquement partie de cette cession; 

Considérant que de ce raisonnement il résulte, que, pour constater 
quelle peut avoir été la ligne automatique de division de 1658, il faut 
avoir recours aux principes de droit en vigueur a cette époque; 

Considérant que la Norvége prétend, que, en deca de la ligne Koster- 
Tisler le principe des documents de frontiére de 1661 ayant été que 
la frontiére devrait suivre la ligne médiane entre les iles, ilots et récifs 
des deux cdtés, le méme principe doit étre appliqué quant a la frontiére 
au dela de cette ligne; 

Considérant qu’il n’est pas établi, que la ligne de frontiére déter- 
minée par le traité et tracée sur la carte de délimitation ait été basée 
sur ce principe ; 

qu’il y a des détails et des particularités dans la ligne suivie, qui 
font méme surgir des doutes sérieux a ce sujet; 

que, méme si l’on admettait pour la ligne de frontiére déterminée 
par le traité, l’existence de ce principe, il ne s’ensuivrait pas que le 
méme principe aurait du étre appliqué pour la détermination de la 
frontiére dans le territoire extérieur ; 

Considérant, a ce sujet, 

que le Traité de délimitation de 1661 et la carte de ce traité font 
commencer la ligne de frontiére entre les iles de Koster et de Tisler; 

que, en déterminant la ligne de frontiére, on est allé dans la direc- 
tion de la mer vers la cote et non de la cote vers la mer; 
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que l’on ne saurait donc méme parler d’une continuation possible 
de cette ligne de frontiére dans la direction vers le large; 

que, par conséquent, le trait-d’union manque pour pouvoir présumer, 
sans preuve décisive, l’application simultanée du méme principe aux 
territoires situés en deca et a ceux situés au dela de la ligne Koster- 
Tisler ; 

Considérant en outre, 

que ni le traité de délimitation, ni la carte y appartenant ne font 
mention d’iles, ilots ou récifs situés au dela de la ligne Koster-Tisler ; 

que donc, pour rester dans les intentions probable de ces documents, 
il faut faire abstraction de tels iles, ilots et récifs; 

Considérant en plus, 

que le territoire maritime, correspondant a une zone d’une certaine 
largeur, présente de nombreuses particularités qui le distinguent du 
territoire terrestre et des espaces maritimes plus ou moins compleéte- 
ment environnés de ces territoires ; 

Considérant au méme sujet encore, 

que les régles sur le territoire maritime ne sauraient servir de direc- 
tives pour la détermination de la frontiére entre deux pays limitrophes, 
d’autant moins qu’il s’agit dans l’espéce de la détermination d’une 
frontiére, qui doit s’étre automatiquement tracée en 1658, tandis que 
les régles invoquées datent de siécles postérieurs ; 

qu’il en est de méme pour les régles du droit interne Norvégien, 
concernant la délimitation soit entre les propriétés privées, soit entre 
les unités administratives ; 

Considérant que, par tous ces motifs, on ne saurait adopter la 
méthode d’aprés laquelle la Norvege a proposé de déterminer la fron- 
tiére du point XX jusqu’a la limite territoriale; 

Considérant que le principe d’une ligne médiane a tirer au milieu 
des terres habitées ne trouve pas d’appui suffisant dans le droit des 
gens en vigueur au XVII° siécle; 

Considérant qu’il en est de méme pour le principe du thalweg ou du 
chenal le plus important, principe dont l’application a l’espéce ne se 
trouve pas non plus établie par les documents invoqués 4a cet effet ; 

Considérant que l’on est bien plus en concordance avec les idées du 
XVIIP siécle et avec les notions de droit en vigueur a cette époque en 
admettant que la division automatique du territoire en question a du 
s’effectuer d’aprés la direction générale du territoire terrestre duquel 
le territoire maritime formait une appartenance et, en appliquant par 
conséquent, pour arriver a une détermination légitime et justifiée de 
la frontiere, de nos jours ce méme principe; 

Considérant que, par suite, la ligne automatique de partage de 1658 
doit étre déterminée, ou—ce qui en d’autres termes est exactement la 
méme chose—le partage d’aujourd’hui doit étre fait en tracant une 
ligne perpendiculairement a la direction générale de la cédte, tout en 
tenant compte de la nécessité d’indiquer la frontiére d’une maniére 
claire et indubitable et d’en faciliter, autant que possible, l’observation 
de la part des intéressés ; 
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Considérant que, pour savoir quelle est cette direction, il faut, d’une 
maniére égale, tenir compte de la direction de la cdte située des deux 
cotés de la frontiére ; 

Considérant que la direction générale de la céte, d’aprés l’expertise 
consciencieuse du Tribunal, décline du vrai Nord d’environ 20 degrés 
vers l'Ouest ; 

que, par conséquent, la ligne perpendiculaire doit se diriger vers 
l'Ouest, a2 environ 20 degrés au Sud; 

Considérant que les Parties sont d’accord a reconnaitre le grand in- 
convenient qu'il y aurait a tracer la ligne frontiére a travers des bancs 
importants ; 

qu’une ligne de frontiére, tracée du point XX dans la direction de 
Ouest, a 19 degrés au Sud, éviterait complétement cet inconvénient 
puisqu’elle passerait juste au Nord des Grisbadarna et au Sud des 
Skjottegrunde et qu’elle no couperait non plus aucun autre -banc 
important ; 

que, par conséquent, la ligne frontiére doit étre tracée du point XX 
dans la direction de l'Ouest, a 19 degrés au Sud, de maniére qu’elle 
passe au milieu des bancs Grisbadarna d’un cdté et des bancs 
Skjottegrunde de l’autre; 

Considérant que, bien que les Parties n’aient pas indiqué de marques 
d’alignement pour une ligne de frontiére ainsi tracée, il y a lieu de 
croire que ce ne soit pas impossible d’en trouver ; 

Considérant d’autre part que, le cas échéant, on pourrait avoir 
recours a d’autres méthodes connues de marquer la frontiére; 

Considérant qu’une démarcation qui attribue les Grisbadarna 4a la 
Suéde se trouve appuyée par l’ensemble de plusieurs circonstances de 
fait, qui ont été relevées aux cours des débats, et dont les principales 
sont les suivantes: 

a. la circonstance que la péche aux homards aux basfonds de Gris- 
badarna a été exercée depuis un temps bien plus reculé, dans une bien 
plus large mesure et avec un bien plus grand nombre de pécheurs par 
les ressortissants de la Suéde que par ceux de la Norvége; 

b. la circonstance que la Suéde a affectué dans les parages de Gris- 
badarna, surtout dans les derniers temps, des actes multiples émanés 
de sa conviction que ces parages étaient suédois, comme, par exemple, 
le balisage, le mesurage de la mer et l’installation d’un bateau-phare, 
lesquels actes en trainaient des frais considérables et par lesquels elle 
ne croyait pas seulement exercer un droit mais bien plus encore 
accomplir un devoir; tandis que la Norvége, de son propre aveu, sous 
ces divers rapports s’est soucié bien moins ou presque pas du tout 
de ces parages ; 

Considérant, en ce qui concerne la circonstance de fait mentionnée 
sous 4, ; 

que, dans le droit des gens, c’est un principe bien établi, qu’il faut 
s'abstenir autant que possible de modifier l’état des choses existant de 
fait et depuis longtemps ; Spotl 

que ce principe trouve une application toute particuliére lorsqu’il 
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s’agit d’intéréts privés, qui, une fois mis en souffrance, ne sauraient 
étre sauvegardés d’une maniére efficace méme par des sacrifices quel- 
conques de l’Etat, auquel appartiennent les intéressés ; 

que c’est la péche aux homards, qui, aux bancs de Grisbadarna 
est de beaucoup la plus importante et que c’est surtout cette péche 
qui donne aux bancs leur valeur, comme place de péche; 

que, sans conteste, les Suédois ont été les premiers a pécher aux 
homards a l’aide des engins et des embarcations nécessaires pour 
l’exercice de la péche aussi loin dans la mer que sont situés les bancs 
en question ; 

que la péche en général a plus d’importance pour les habitantes de 
Koster que pour ceux de Hvaler et que, au moins jusqu’a un temps 
assez peu reculé, ceux-ci se sont adonnés plutot a la navigation qu’a 
la péche; 

que de ces diverses circonstances il ressort déja avec une probabilité 
équivalente a un haut degré de certitude, que les Suédois ont, beaucoup 
plus tot et d’une maniére beaucoup plus efficace que les Norvégiens, 
exploité les bancs en question; 

que les dépositions et les déclarations des témoins sont en général 
en pleine concordance avec cette conclusion ; 

que, également, la Convention d’arbitrage est en pleine concordance 
avec la méme conclusion ; 

que, d’aprés cette convention, il existe une certaine connexité entre 
la jouissance de la péche des Grisbadarna et l’entretien du bateau- 
phare et que, la Suéde étant obligée d’entretenir le bateau-phare aussi 
longtemps que continuera |’état actuel, cela démontre que, d’aprés les 
raisons de cette clause, la jouissance principale en revient aujourd’hui 
a la Suéde; 

Considérant, en ce qui concerne les circonstances de fait, mentionnés 
sous b, 

Quant au balisage et au stationnement d’un bateau-phare, 

que le stationnement d’un bateau-phare, nécessaire a la sécurité de 
la navigation dans les parages de Grisbadarna, a été effectué par la 
Suéde sans rencontrer de protestation et sur l’initiative méme de la 
Norvége et que, également, |’établissement d’un assez grand nombre 
de balises y a été opéré sans soulever des protestations ; 

que ce bateau-phare et ces balises sont maintenus toujours par les 
soins et aux frais de la Suéde; 

que la Norvége n’a pris de mesures en quelque maniére correspon- 
dantes qu’en y plagant a une époque postérieure au balisage et pour un 
court laps de temps une bouée sonore, dont les frais d’établissement et 
d’entretien ne pourraient méme étre comparés a ceux du balisage et du 
bateau-phare ; 

que de ce qui précéde ressort que la Suéde n’a pas douté de son droit 
aux Grisbadarna et qu’Elle n’a pas hésité d’encourir les frais incom- 
bant au propriétaire et possesseur de ces bancs jusque méme a un 
montant trés-considérable ; 

Quant aux mesurages de mer, 
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que la Suéde a procédé la premiére et une trentaine d’années avant 
le commencement de toute contestation, a des mesurages exacts, la- 
borieux et cotiteux des parages de Grisbadarna, tandis que les mesu- 
rages faits quelques années plus tard par les soins de la Norvége n’ont 
méme pas atteint les limites des mesurages Suédois; 

Considérant donc qu’il n’est pas douteux du tout que l’attribution 
des bancs de Grisbadarna a la Suéde est en parfaite concordance avec 
les circonstances les plus importantes de fait; 

Considérant, qu’une demarcation qui attribues les Skj6ttegrunde— 
la partie la moins importante du territoire litigieux—a la Norvége se 
trouve suffisamment appuyée, de son coté, par la circonstance de fait 
sérieuse que, quoiqu’on doive conclure des divers documents et té- 
moignages, que les pécheurs, Suédois—comme il a été dit plus haut— 
ont exercé la péche dans les parages en litige depuis un temps plus reculé, 
dans une plus large mesure et en plus grand nombre, il est certain 
d’autre part que les pécheurs Norvégiens n’y ont été jamais exclus de 
la péche; 

que, en outre, il est avéré qu’aux Skjottegrunde, les pécheurs Nor- 
végiens ont presque de tout temps, et d’une maniére relativement bien 
plus efficace qu’aux Grisbadarna, pris part a la péche aux homards. 


Par ces Motirs 


Le Tribunal décide et prononce: 

Que la frontiére maritime entre la Norvége et la Suéde, entant 
qu’elle n’a pas été réglée par la Résolution royale du 15 mars 1904 est 
déterminée comme suit: 

du point XVIII, situé comme il est indiqué sur la carte annexée au 
projet des commissaires Norvégiens et Suédois du 18 aotit 1897, une 
ligne droite est tracée au point XIX, formant le point de milieu d’une 
ligne droite tirée du récif le plus septentrional des Roskaren au récif 
le plus méridional des Svartskjar, celui qui est muni d’une balise, 

du point XIX ainsi fixé une ligne droite est tracée au point XX, 
formant le point de milieu d’une ligne droite tirée du récif le plus 
septentrional du groupe des récifs Stora Drammen au récif le 
Hejeknub situé au Sud-est de Vile Heja, 

du point XX une ligne droite est tracée dans une direction Ouest, 
19 degrés au Sud, laquelle ligne passe au milieu entre les Grisbadarna 
et le Skjottegrund Sud et se prolonge dans la méme direction jusqu’a 
ce qu’elle aura atteint la mer libre. 

Fait 4 La Haye, le 23 octobre 1909 dans |’Hétel de la Cour perma- 
nente d’arbitrage. 

Le Président: J. A. LoEFF 
Le Secrétaire général: MicHiELS VAN VERDUYNEN 
Le Secrétaire: ROELL 
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Agreement for Arbitration, March 14, 1908" 


Hans Majestat Konungen af 
Sverige och hans Majestat Kon- 
ungen af Norge, som funnit, att 
fragan om  sjogransen mellan 
Sverige och Norge, i den man 
denna grans icke redan_ blifvit 
bestamd genom kungl. beslutet 
den 15 mars 1904, bor hanskjutas 
till skiljedom, hafva for detta 


andamal till Sina fullmaktige 
utsett : 
Hans Majestat Konungen af 
Sverige: 


Sin minister for utrikes aren- 
dena Eric Birger Trolle; 

Hans Majestat Konungen af 
Norge: 

Sin envoyé extraordinaire och 
ministre plénipotentiare Paul 
Benjamin Vogt, 

hvilka, efter att hafva med- 
delat hvarandra sina fullmakter, 
som befunnits i god och behorig 
form, Ofverenskommit om fol- 
jande bestammelser : 


Art, 1 


Parterna forbinda sig att i 
nedan angifna omfang ofver- 
lamna fragan om _ sjogransen 
mellan Sverige och Norge till 
slutligt afgorande genom en 
skiljedomstol, bestaende af en 
ordforande, som icke ar nagon- 
dera partens undersate eller bosatt 
i nagotdera landet, samt af tva 
andra ledamoter, en svensk och 
en norsk. 

Ordforanden utses af Hennes 
Majestat Drottningen af Neder- 
landerna, de ofriga ledamédterna 
en af hvardera parten. Parterna 
forbehalla sig dock att, i handelse 
de darom kunna enas, genom en 
sarskild Ofverenskommelse utse 


avgjorelse ved voldgift, 


Hans Majestaet Kongen av 
Sverige og Hans Majestaet Kon- 
gen av Norge, som har fundet, 
at sporsmaalet om sjograensen 
mellem Sverige och Norge i den 
utstraekning, hvori den ikke er 
blevet bestemt ved resolution av 
15 mars 1904, bor henskytes til 
har 1 
dette Oiemed opnaevnt som sine 
befuldmaegtigede: 

Hans Majestaet Kongen av 
Sverige: 

Sin minister for de utenrikske 
anliggender, Eric Birger Trolle; 


Hans Majestaet Kongen av 
Norge: 

Sin overordentlige utsending og 
befuldmaegtigede minister 1 


Stockholm Paul Benjamin Vogt, 

hvilke, efter at ha meddelt hi- 
nanden sine fuldmagter, som 
fandtes i god og behorig form, er 
kommet overens om _ fodlgende 
artikler : 


Art. 1 


Parterne forpligter sig til i den 
nedenfor angivne utstraekning at 
undergi sporsmaalet om sjOgraen- 
sen mellen Sverige og Norge 
endelig avgjorelse av en vold- 
giftsret, bestaaende av en praesi- 
det, som ikke er nogen av par- 
ternes undersaat -eller bosat i 
noget av de to lande, samt av to 
andre medlemmer, en svensk og 
en norsk. 

Praesidenten vaelges av Hen- 
des Majestaet Dronningen av 
Nederlandene, de 6vrige medlem- 
mer en av hver part. Parterne 
forbeholder sig dog i tilfaelde av, 
at de derom kan enes, ved saers- 
kilt overenskomst at utse enten 


1Martens, Nouveau Recueil Général de Traités, 3d series, vol. 2, p. 761. 
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vare sig blott ordféranden eller 
skiljedomstolens samtliga leda- 
moter. Framstallning till Hen- 
nes Majestat Drottningen af 
Nederlanderna eller skiljedomare, 
som ma blifva utsedd genom 
ofverenskommelse, skall goras af 
bada parterna gemensamt. 


ArT. 2 


Skiljedomstolen  skall, efter 
profning af parternas yrkanden 
samt till stod darfor anforda skal 
och bevis, faststalla granslinjen i 
vattnet fran punkt XVIII 4 den 
vid de svenska och norska kom- 
missariernas forslag af 18 augusti 
1897 fogade karta ut i hafvet 
intill territorialgransen. Det ar 
Ofverenskommet, att ytterlinjerna 
for det omrade, som genom par- 
ternas yrkande kan goras till 
foremal for tvist och inom hvilket 
gransen alltsa skall faststallas, 
icke ma dragas sa att daraf om- 
fattas dar, hclmar och skar, som 
ej standigt Ofverskoljas af vatt- 
net. 


Art. 3 


Skiljedomstolen ager att afgora, 
huruvida granslinjen bor anses 
vara, helt eller till viss strackning, 
bestamd genom granstraktaten af 
1661 med dartill horande karta 
och huru den salunda bestamda 
granslinjen bor uppdragas, samt 
att, for sa vidt granslinjen anses 
ej vara genom ifragavarande 
traktat och karta bestamd, fast- 
stalla densamma med afseende pa 
faktiska forhallanden och fol- 
krattsliga principer. 


Art. 4 
Intill utgangen af tredje kalen- 
deraret efter det, hvarunder 


skiljedomstolens  slutliga « beslut 
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alene praesidenten eller vold- 
giftsrettens samtlige medlemmer. 
Henvendelse till Hendes Majaes- 
taet Dronningen av Nederlandene 
eller til voldgiftsdommer, som 
maate bli utseet gjennem overens- 
komst, skal rettes av begge parter 
i faellesskap. 


ArT. 2 


Voldgiftsretten skal efter ad 
ha provet parternes paastande og 
de til stotte derfor anforte grunde 
og bevisligheter fastsaette graen- 
sellinjen i vandet fra punkt 
XVIII paa det kart, som er bilagt 
de svenske og norske kommis- 
saerers forslag av 18 august 1897, 
ut i havet indtil territorialgraen- 
sen. Det er overenskommet, at 
yderlinjerne for det omraade, 
som ved parternes paastande kan 
gjores til gjenstand for tvist, og 
indenfor hvilket graensen altsaa 
skal fastsaettes, ikke maa drages 
saaledes, at deri indbefattes Ger, 
holmer og skjaer, som ikke stadig 
overskylles av vandet. 


Art. 3 


Voldgiftsretten har at avgjore, 
hvorvidt graenselinjen bor ansees 
for at vaere helt eller paa en vis 
straekning fastslaaet ved graen- 
setraktaten av 1661 med dertil 
horende kart, og hvorledes den 
saaledes bestemte  graenselinje 
bor optraekkes, samt forsaavidt 
graenselinjen ikke ansees at vaere 
bestemt ved omhandlede traktat 
og kart, at fastsaette samme under 
hensyn til faktiske forhold og 
folkeretslige principer. 


ArT. 4 


Indtil utgangen av det tredje 
kalenderaar efter det, i hvilket 
voldgiftsrettens endelige beslut- 
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meddelas, ma oberoende af den 
granslinje, som genom berorda 
beslut faststalles, fiske inom det 
omrade, som enligt art. 2 kan 
vara foremal for tvist, idkas af 
hvartdera rikets undersatar i 
samma omfattning som under 
femarsperioden 1901-05. Vid 
bedomande af fiskets omfattning 
tages hansyn till de fiskandes 
antal, fiskets art och fangstsattet. 


Art. 5 


Det ar ofverenskommet, att det 
rike, pa hvars sida om den 
blifvande granslinjen fiskegrundet 
Grisebadarne ar belaget, icke 
gentemot det andra riket ager 
nagot ansprak pa deltagande i 
kostnaden for fyrskepp eller lik- 
nande anordningar pa eller i 
narheten af namnda grund. 

Sverige forbinder sig att bibe- 
halla det nuvarande, utanfor 
territorialgransen utlagda fyrs- 
keppet intill utgangen af den i 
art. 4 namnda tid. 


ArT. 6 


Skiljedomstolens  ordforande 
utsatter tid och ort for dom- 
stolens forsta sammantrade och 
kallar till detta sammantrade de 
ofriga ledamoterna. 

Tid och ort for ytterligare sam- 
mantraden bestammas af skilje- 
domstolen. 


Art, 7 


Det officiella sprak, som af 
skiljedomstolen anvandes,  skall 
vara engelska, franska eller tyska, 
enligt bestammande, som traffas 
af ordforanden efter samrad 
med de 6friga ledamoterna. 


i} 


Parterna ma dessutom i inlagor, 
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ning meddeles, skal uten hensyn 
til den graenselinje, som gjennem 
naevnte beslutning fastaettes, 
fiske kunne drives av hvert rikes 
undersaatter indenfor det om- 
raade, som efter art. II kan vaere 
gjenstand for tvist, i samme 
utstraekning som under femaars- 
perioden 1901-1905. Ved bedém- 
melsen av fiskets utstraekning 
tages hensyn til de fiskendes antal, 
fiskets art og fangstmaaten. 


Art. 5 


Det er overenskommet, at det 
rike, paa hvis side av den blivende 


graenselinje fiskegrunderne 


“Grisebaaerne” er  beliggende, 
ikke overfor det andet rike har 
krav paa deltagelse i omkost- 
ninger til fyrskib eller lignende 
foranstaltninger paa eller i naer- 
heten av naevnte grunder. 

Sverige forpligter sig til at bibe- 
holde det nuvaerende utenfor 
territorialgraensen anlagte fyrskib 
indtil utgangen av den i art. IV 
naevnte overgangstid. 


ArT. 6 


Voldgiftsrettens praesident be- 
stemmer tid og sted for rettens 
forste sammentraede og varsler 
de ovrige medlemmer om dette 
sammentraede. 

Tid og sted for videre sammen- 
traede bestemmes av voldgiftsret- 
ten. 


Art, 7 


Det officielle sprog, som af 
voldgiftsretten blir at anvende, 
skal vaere engelsk, fransk eller 
tysk | overensstemmende med 
beslutning, som fattes av praesi- 
denten efter samraad med de 
Ovrige medlemmer. 

Parterne kan desuten i indlaeg, 
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beviscmedel och anfdranden be- 
gagna nagotdera landets sprak, 
skiljedomstolen obetaget att lata 
verkstalla Ofversattning. 


Art, 8 


I afseende 4 forfarandet och 
omkostnaderna skola i tillampliga 
delar galla de bestammelser, som 
innefattas i art. 62-85 af den pa 
andra fredskonferensen i Haag 
1907 antagna reviderade konven- 
tion for afgorandet pa fredlig vag 
af internationella tvister. 


Inlagor, repliker och _bevis- 
medel, som afses i art. 63 mom. 2 
af namnda konvention, skola del- 
gifvas inom tider, som af skilje- 
domstolens ordforande bestam- 
mas, och sist fore den 1 mars 
1909.  Harigenom verkas ej 
rubbning i foreskrifterna om 
forfarandets andra  afdelning, 
sarskildt icke i bestammelserna i 
art. 68-72 och 74 af samma kon- 
vention. 

Skiljedomstolen ager, nar den 
for sakens upplysning finner 
nddigt, anordna forhor, i bada 
parternas narvaro, med vittnen 
eller sakkunniga samt foreskrifva 
verkstallandet af gemensamma 
hydrografiska undersokningar 
betraffande det tvistiga omradet. 


ArT. 9 


Denna konvention skall ratifi- 
ceras och ratifikationerna utvaxlas 
i Stockholm snarast mdjligt. 

Till bekraftelse haraf hafva 
vederborande fullmaktige under- 
tecknat denna konvention och 
forsett den med sina sigill. 

Utfardad i tva exemplar pa 
svenska och norska i Stockholm 
den 14 mars 1908. 

(L. S.) Eric TROLLE 
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bevismidler og anforsler benytte 
hvert av de to landes sprog, idet 
det er voldgiftsretten forbeholdt 
at foranstalte oversaettelse. 


Art, 8 


Med hensyn til proceduren og 
omkostningerne kommer til an- 
vendelse, forsaavidt de kan 
tillempes, de bestemmelser, som 
indeholdes i artiklerne 62 till 85 
i den paa den anden fredskon- 
ference i Haag i 1907 vedtagne 
reviderede konvention om fre- 
delig avgjdrelse av internationale 
stridigheter. 

Indlaeg, repliker og _ bevis- 
midler, hvortil sigtes i art. 63, 2 
avsnit, i naevnte konvention, skal 
meddeles inden de tidsfrister, som 
av voldgiftsrettens praesident 
bestemmes, og senest inden 1 
mars 1909. MHerved sker ingen 
aendring i reglerne for procedu- 
rens anden avdeling, specielt ikke 
i bestemmelserne i art. 68-72 og 
74 i samme konvention. 


Voldgiftsretten har adgang til, 
naar den for sakens oplysning 
finder det nodvendigt, at foran- 
stalte avhorelse i begge parters 
naervaer av vidner og sakkyndige 
samt til at beslutte iverksaettelse 
av faelles hydrografiske under- 
sokelser vedrorende det omtvis- 
tede omraade. 


ArT. 9 


Denne konvention skal ratifi- 
ceres og ratifikationerne utvexles 
i Stockholm snarest mulig. 

Til bekraeftelse herav har de 
respektive befuldmaegtigede un- 
dertegnet denne konvention og 
forsynet den med sine segl. 

Udfaerdiget i to exemplarer 
paa svensk og norsk in Stockholm 
den 14 mars 1908. 


(L.S.) Benyamin VocT 
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Royal Resolution of March 26, 1904, with accompanying Protocol of 
March 15, 1904, concerning the Maritime Boundary between Nor- 
way and Sweden’ 


Under Aberopande af bilagda protokoll i sammansatt norskt och 
svenskt statsrad den 15 mars 1904 afvensom utdrag af statsradsproto- 
kollet Ofver civilarenden for denna dag vill Kungl. Maj:t harmed 
foresla Riksdagen medgifva, att fragan om strackningen af sjogransen 
emellan Sverige och Norge fran den i forenamnda protokoll omfor- 
malda punkt XVIII ut i hafvet, sa langt territorialgransen gar, ma 
hanskjutas till afgdrande af en sarskild skiljedomstol, i ofverensstam- 
melse med hvad 1 protokollen ar anfordt. 

De till a4rendet horande handlingar skola Riksdagens vederborande 
utskott tillhandahallas; och Kungl. Maj:t forblifver Riksdagen med all 
kungl. nad och ynnest stadse valbevagen. 

Under Hans Maj:ts, Min Allernadigste Konungs och Herres 
franvaro: 

GUSTAF 


HJALMAR WESTRING 


PROTOKOLL, HALLET I SAMMANSATT NORSKT OCH SVENSKT STATSRAD 
INFOR HANS KUNGL. HOGHET KRONPRINSEN-REGENTEN A _ KRIS- 
TIANIA SLOTT DEN 15 mars 1904 


Narvarande: Hans excellens herr statsministern Hagerup, Hans 
excellens herr statsministern Ibsen, Hans excellens herr statsministern 
Bostrom, Hans excellens herr ministern for utrikes arendena Lager- 
heim, Statsraden: Kildal, Strugstad, Hauge, Schoning, Vogt, Mathie- 
sen och Svenska statsradet Westring. 

Chefen for handels- och industridepartementet, statsradet Schdning 
foredrog i underdanighet foljande: | 


Departementet tillater sig att inkomma med _ underdanigt 
betankande angaende atgarder till narmare bestammelse af riks- 
gransen i vattnet mellan Sverige och Norge. 

Sjogransen mellan de tvanne landerna, som loper fran det inre 
af Idefjorden och ut till hafvet, ar faststalld genom en grans- 
reglering af den 26 oktober 1661, foretagen i Ofverensstammelse 
med fredstraktaterna i Roskilde af den 26 februari-9 mars 1658 
och i Kopenhamn af den 27 maj—6 juni 1660. 

Det har under tidernas lopp harskat osdkerhet om denna 
granslinje betraffande flera punkter, i det att den icke nagon gang 
under den langa tidsperioden mellan 1661 och 1897 har gjorts 
till, foremal for gemensam  besiktning och undersdkning. 

Ar 1897 vidtogo norska inredepartementet och svenska civil- 
departementet atgard for att soka fa gransens ratta strackning 
klargjord, och under augusti manad namnda ar sammantradde 


1Sweden. Royal Resolution No. 70, 1904. 
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darefter tva norska och tva svenska kommissarier for att, efter 
genomgaende af handlingar och undersékningar pa platsen o. s. v., 
afgifva forslag till bestammande och angifvande pa kartorna af 
granslinjen mellan Norge och Sverige fran det inre af Idefjorden 
och ut till hafvet. 

De norska kommissarierna voro expeditionssekreteraren Hroar 
Olsen och kommendoren A. Rieck; de svenska kommissarierna 
voro kommendoren E. Oldberg och assessoren H. Westring. 

Kommissarierna framlade den 18 augusti 1897 som resultat af 
sina forhandlingar och undersokningar “kungl. svenska och norska 
kommissionens forslag till och beskrifning af sjOgransen mellan 
Norge och Sverige fran det inre af Idefjorden ut till hafvet.” 

Det framgar af denna handling, som ar undertecknad af sam- 
tliga fyra kommissarierna, att enighet radde mellan dessa om 
granslinjen fran det inre af Idefjorden till en punkt mellan Jylte 
kummel (norsk) och en holme nordvast om Norra Hells6 
(svensk )—hvilken punkt ar betecknad som XVIII pa en forslaget 
bilagd karta—sa att Helleholmen hanfores till Sverige, Kniv- 
sdarna till Norge. 

Med hansyn till granslinjens strackning fran namnda punkt 
XVIII och ut till hafvet uppnaddes daremot icke enighet inom 
kommissionen. De norska och de svenska medlemmarna fram- 
stallde for denna del hvar sitt sarskilda forslag, i enlighet hvarmed 
Grisbadarna tillika med nagra norr om Koster liggande skar och 
grund skulle tillfalla respektive Norge eller Sverige. 

Kommissariernas forslag tillika med tva dartill horande kartor 
bilaggas. 

Departementet ar af den Asikt, att den af de norska och de sven- 
ska kommissarierna gemensamt foreslagna linjen fran det inre af 
Idefjorden till punkt XVIII pa de forslaget medfoljande kartor 
bor anses som den riktiga granslinjen. I dett att med hansyn till 
den narmare beskrifningen af denna linje hanvisas till kommis- 
sariernas forslag, tillater departementet sig att hemstalla, att lin- 
jen af Eders Maj:t godkannes sdsom den ratta gransen mellan 
rikena. 

Sa framt Eders Maj:t behagade fatta beslut i ofverensstam- 
melse melse harmed, forutsatter departementet, att darefter kungl. 
kungoérelser angaende den godkanda granslinjen utfardas i 
hvartdera rikets sarskilda statsrad. 

Det torde vidare bora framhallas, att det ar af betydelse, att 
snarast méjligt ett utmarkande af den har omhandlade delen af 
sjOgransen ma aga rum. Den dndamalsenligaste ordningen synes 
vara att en kommissarie for hvart rike utses att foretaga detta 
utmarkande, och departementet tillstyrker darfor Eders Maj:t att 
bifalla detta, i det att departementet utgar ifran att 1 sa fall i 
hvartdera rikets sarskilda statsrad utnamnas, respektive en norsk 
och en svensk kommissarie. 

Som ofvan anférts, uppnadde de norska och de svenska kom- 
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missarierna icke enighet med afseende a fragan om gransens 
ratta strackning fran omformalda punkt XVIII ut till hafvet. 

Har nedan lamnas en narmare beskrifning 4 den omtvistade 
granslinjen, sidan som den fran norsk och fran svensk sida ar 
afsedd att bora ga. 


De NorsKA KoOMMISSARIERNAS UPPFATTNING 


Fran den som punkt XVIII betecknade punkten mellan Jylte 
kummel och en holme nordvast om Norra Hellso bor gransen 
dragas i rat linje ut i Oppna hafvet genom midtpunkten af en rat 
linje, dragen fran sydspetsen af den sydligaste norska Tislaron, 
Kloveren, till nordspetsen af norra Kostero (svensk), sa att 
granslinjen gar ofver Batshakegrundet och att alla norr om denna 
granslinje liggande holmar, skar och grund, daribland Grisbadarna, 
blifva norska. 

Linjen ar pa kommissariernas karta betecknad med ful farg, 
och den omnamnda punkten mellan Kloveren och norra Kostero 
betecknad som punkt XIX. 


De SveENSKA KOMMISSARIERNAS UPPFATTNING 


Fran punkt XVIII bor gransen dragas i rat linje ut till oppna 
hafvet genom en punkt omkring 300 meter norr om Rodskars 
Nordgrund och darefter ungefar midt mellan Grisbadarna och 
Skottegrunden sa, att alla soder om denna linje liggande holmar, 
skar och grund, daribland Grisbadarna, blifva svenska. 

Linjen ar pa kommissariernas karta betecknad med gul farg, 
och den namnda punkten norr om Rodskars Nordgrund betecknad 
som punkt XIX. 

Detta departement tillater sig underdanigst att foresla, att 
fragan om den omtvistade granslinjen hanskjutes till afgdrande 
genom skiljedom af en sarskild domstol, sedan samtycke hartill 
gifvits af bagge rikenas representationer, och att man harvid for- 
far pa foljande satt: 

I hvartdera rikets sarskilda statsrad utses tva skiljeman. 

Skiljemannen valja gemensamt pa forhand en femte skiljeman, 
som tillika fungerar som domstolens ordférande. Vid lika rdstetal 
anfortros valet af femte skiljeman till det frammande statsdfver- 
hufvud, som Hans Maj:t Konungen darom anmodar. 

Reglerna for domstolens arbetsordning och for forhandlingarna 
afvensom for dess sate bestammas af domstolen sjalf. 

Den i behorig ordning afkunnade skiljedomen angaende den 
omtvistade granslinjens ratta strackning skall vara slutligt bin- 
dande for bagge parterna. 

Hvartdera riket bestrider de omkostnader for skiljedomen, som 
anga det allena, hvaremot de gemensamma utgifterna sdsom till 
den femte skiljemannen o. s. v. f6rdelas med halften pa hvartdera 
riket. 
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I Ofverensstammelse med ofvanstaende tillater sig departementet 
underdanigst hemstalla: 

att Eders Maj :t behagade i nader bestamma: 

1°.) att den af de norska och de svenska kommissarierna Ar 1897 
gemensamt foreslagna granslinjen mellan Norge och Sverige fran det 
inre af Idefjorden till punkt XVIII pa tva, kommissariernas férslag 
bifogade kartor godkannes ; 

2°.) att utmarkande af denna granslinje skall foretagas af dartill 
utsedda kommissarier, en fran hvartdera riket ; 

3°.) att fragan om granslinjen mellan Norge och Sverige fran 
ofvannamnda punkt XVIII ut i hafvet, sa langt territorialgransen gar, 
hanskjutes till afgorande af en sarskild skiljedomstol, i 6fverensstam- 
melse med hvad har ofvan anforts, for savidt de tva rikenas represen- 
tationer dartill gifva sitt samtycke. 

De svenska ledamoierna af statsradet instamde i hvad foredragan- 
den hemstallt betraffande godkannande af den utaf de svenska och de 
norska kommissarierna foreslagna granslinjen fran det inre af Idef- 
jorden till den namnda punkten XVIII samt denna granslinjes 
utmarkande. 

Hvad angick gransens strackning fran punkten XVIII ut i hafvet 
intill territorialgransen, anmaldedessa ledamoter, att uti flera 1 
arendet inkomma utlatanden framstallts forslag till granslinjens 
bestammande salunda, att denna linje delvis komme att dragas annu 
nagot nordligare an de svenska kommissarierna foreslagit. Under 
uttalande, med hansyn hartilil, af den uppfattning att forslaget om 
Ofverlamnande till en sarskild skiljedomstol att afgora fragan om 
gransens strackning i denna del innebure, att parterna 4 Omse sidor 
skulle aga att, utan att vara bundna enhvar af sina kommissariers 
forslag, infor domstolen framstalla de pastaenden 1 namnda hanseende, 
hvartill de kunde finna sig befogade, bitradde dessa ledamoter fore- 
dragandems forslag jamval i denna del. 

De norska medlemmarna af statsradet hade intet att anmarka mot 
ofvanstaende anforande, som Ofverensstamde med hvad som ocksa 
fran norsk sida hade forutsatts. 

I enlighet med hvad statsradets ledamoter salunda tillstyrkt, 
behagade Hans Kungl. Héghet Kronprinsen-Regenten bifalla det af 
chefen fdr norska handelsoch industridepartementet framstallda 
forslaget. 


THE ORINOCO STEAMSHIP COMPANY CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, October 25, 1910 


Par un Compromis signé 4 Caracas le 13 février 1909, les Etats-Unis 
d’Amérique et du Vénézuela se sont mis d’accord pour soumettre a un 
Tribunal arbitral, composé de trois Arbitres choisis parmi les Mem- 
bres de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage, une réclamation des Etats- 
Unis d’Amérique envers les Etats-Unis du Vénézuela ; 

Ce compromis porte: 

“Le Tribunal arbitral décidera d’abord si la Sentence du Surarbitre 
Barge en cette affaire, en vue de toutes les circonstances et d’aprés les 
principes de droit international, n’est pas entachée de nullité et si elle 
doit étre considérée comme concluante au point d’exclure un nouvel 
examen du cas sur le fond. Si le Tribunal arbitral décide que la dite 
Sentence doit étre considérée comme deéfinitive, l’affaire sera con- 
sidérée par les Etats-Unis d’Amérique comme terminée; mais si, par 
contre, le Tribunal arbitral décide que la dite Sentence du Surarbitre 
Barge ne doit pas étre considérée comme définitive, le dit Tribunal 
arbitral devra alors entendre, examiner et résoudre l’affaire et rendre 
sa décision sur le fond;” 

En exécution du dit Compromis, les deux Gouvernements ont 
respectivement nommé Arbitres les Membres suivants de la Cour per- 
manente d’Arbitrage: 

Son Excellence Monsieur Gonzalo de Quesada, Envoyé extraordi- 
naire et Ministre plénipotentiaire de Cuba a Berlin, etc. ; 

Son Excellence Monsieur A. Beernaert, Ministre d’Etat, Membre 
de la Chambre des Représentants Belge, etc. ; 

Et en vertu du dit Compromis, les Arbitres ainsi désignés ont 
nommeé Surarbitre: 

Monsieur H. Lammasch, Professeur a l’Université de Vienne, Mem- 
bre de la Chambre des Seigneurs du Parlement Autrichien, etc. ; 

Les Mémoires, Contre-Mémoires et Conclusions ont été diiment 
soumis aux Arbitres et communiqués aux Parties; 

Les Parties ont plaidé et répliqué; l’une et l’autre ont ‘plaidé le fond 
en méme temps que la question préalable et les débats ont été déclarés 
clos le 19 octobre 1910; 

Sur quoi, le Tribunal aprés en avoir mirement délibéré, rend la 
Sentence suivante: 

Considérant qu’aux termes d’un Compromis en date du 17 février 
1903 une Commission Mixte a été chargée de décider toutes les 
réclamations exercées (owned—poseidas) par des citoyens des Etats- 
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Unis d’Amérique a l’encontre des Etats-Unis du Vénézuela, qui 
n’auraient point été réglées par un accord diplomatique ou par un 
arbitrage entre les deux Gouvernements et qui seraient présentées par 
les Etats-Unis d’Amérique; un Surarbitre, a désigner par Sa Majesté 
la Reine des Pays-Bas, devait éventuellement trancher toute question 
sur laquelle les Commissaires seraient en désaccord par une décision 
définitive (final and conclusive—definitiva y concluyente) ; 

Considérant que le Surarbitre ainsi désigné, M. Barge, a statué 
sous la date du 22 février 1904, sur les dites réclamations ; 

Considérant qu’il est assurément de l’intérét de la paix et du déve- 
loppement de institution de l’arbitrage international si essentiel pour 
le bien-étre des nations, qu’en principe semblable décision soit ac- 
ceptée, respectée et exécutée par les Parties sans aucune réserve, ainsi 
quil est prescrit par l’article 81 de la Convention pour le réglement 
pacifique des conflits internationaux du 18 octobre 1907 que d’ailleurs, 
aucune juridiction n’est instituée pour reformer de semblables décisions ; 

Mais considérant que dans l’espéce, la sentence ayant été arguée de 
nullité, il est advenu entre les Parties, sous la date du 13 février 1909, 
un nouveau Compromis, d’apres lequel, sans tenir compte du caractére 
définitif de la premiére sentence, ce Tribunal est appelé a décider, si la 
sentence du Surarbitre Barge, en vertu de toutes les circonstances et 
d’aprés les principes du droit international, n’est pas entachée de 
nullité et si elle doit étre considérée comme concluante au point 
d’exclure un nouvel examen au fond; 

Considérant que par le Compromis du 13 février 1909, les deux 
Parties admettent au moins implicitement, comme vices entrainant la 
nullité d’une sentence arbitrale, l’excés de pouvoir et l’erreur essentielle 
dans le jugement (excessive exercise of jurisdiction and essential error 
in the judgment—exceso de poder y error esencial en el fallo) ; 

Considérant que la Partie demanderesse allégue l’excés de pouvoir 
et de nombreuses erreurs de droit et de fait équivalent a l’erreur 
essentielle ; 

Considérant que, d’aprés les principes de l’équité d’accord avec le 
droit, lorsque une sentence arbitrale comporte divers chefs indeé- 
pendants de demande et partant diverses décisions, la nullité éventuelle 
de l’une est sans influence quant aux autres et cela surtout lorsque, 
comme dans l’espéce l’intégrité et la bonne foi de l’arbitre ne sont pas 
en question; qu’il y a donc lieu de statuer séparément sur chacun des 
points en litige ; 


I. Quant aux 1,209,701.04 DoLvars: 


Considérant que ce Tribunal est appelé en premier lieu a décider si 
la sentence du Surarbitre est entachée de nullité et si elle doit étre 
considérée comme concluante ; que dans le cas seulement ot la sentence 
du Surarbitre serait déclarée nulle, le Tribunal aurait a statuer au 
fond ; 

Considérant qu’il est allégué que le Surarbitre se serait écarté des 
termes du Compromis en relatant inexactement le contrat Grell et la 
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prétention 4 laquelle celui-ci servait de base, et que par suite il serait 
tombé dans une erreur essentielle, mais que la sentence reproduit 
textuellement le dit contrat et dans son entiére teneur; qu'il est 
d’autant moins admissible que le Surarbitre en aurait mal compris 
le texte et aurait excédé sa compétence et décidé sur une réclamation 
qui ne lui était pas soumise, en méconnaissant la relation de la con- 
cession en question a la navigation extérieure, alors qu’il a décidé in 
terminis, que le permis de naviguer par ces canaux (Marcareo et 
Pedernales) était seulement ajouté au permis de toucher a Trinidad 
(“when the permission to navigate these channels was only annexed 
to the permission to call at Trinidad”) ; 

Considérant que l’appréciation des faits de la cause et l’interpréta- 
tion des documents était de la compétence du Surarbitre et que ses 
décisions en tant qu’elles sont fondées sur pareille interprétation ne 
sont pas sujettes a étre revisées par ce Tribunal, qui n’a pas la mission 
de dire, s’il a été bien ou mal jugé, mais si le jugement doit étre annulé; 
que si une sentence arbitrale pouvait étre querellée du chef d’apprécia- 
tion erronée, l’appel et la revision, que les Conventions de La Haye de 
1899 et 1907 ont eu pour but d’écarter, seraient de régle générale; 

Considérant que le point de vue sous lequel le Surarbitre a en- 
visagé la demande des $513,000—plus tard réduite dans les con- 
clusions des Etats-Unis d’Amérique a $335,000 et partie de la prédite 
somme de $1,209,701.04—est la conséquence de son interprétation du 
contrat du 10 mai 1900 et de la relation de ce contrat au décret du 
méme jour; 

Considérant que la circonstance que le Surarbitre, ne se contentant 
pas d’avoir fondé sa sentence sur son interprétation des contrats, motif 
qui en lui-méme doit étre considéré comme suffisant, a invoqué sub- 
sidiairement d’autres raisons d’un caractére plutot technique, ne peut 
pas vicier sa décision ; 


II. Quant Aux 19,200 DotLars (100,000 Botfvargs) : 


Considérant que le Compromis du 17 février 1903 n’investissait pas 
les Arbitres d’un pouvoir discrétionnaire, mais les obligeait de rendre 
leur sentence sur la base de l’équité absolue sans tenir compte d’objec- 
tions de nature technique ou de dispositions de la législation locale 
(con arreglo absoluto 4 la equidad, sin reparar en objeciones técnicas, 
ni en las disposiciones de la legislacion local—upon a basis of absolute 
equity, without regard to objections of a technical nature, or of the 
provisions of local legislation) ; 

Considérant que l’excés de pouvoir peut consister non seulement a 
décider une question non soumise aux Arbitres, mais aussi 4 mécon- 
naitre les dispositions impératives du Compromis quant 4 la voie 
d’aprés laquelle ils doivent arréter leurs décisions, notamment en ce 
qui concerne la loi ou les principes de droit 4 appliquer ; 

Considérant que le rejet de la demande des 19,200 dollars n’est 
motivé que 1°. par l’absence de tout appel a la Justice Vénézuélienne 
et 2°. par le défaut de notification préalable de la cession au débiteur, 
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“la circonstance qu’on pourrait se demander si le jour ot cette ré- 
clamation fut enregistrée, la dette était exigible” ne pouvant évidem- 
ment servir de justification au dit rejet; 

Considérant qu’il résulte des Compromis de 1903 et de 1909—base 
du présent arbitrage—que les Etats-Unis du Vénézuela avaient renoncé 
conventionellement a faire valoir les dispositions de l’article 14 du 
contrat Grell et de l’article 4 du contrat du 10 mai 1900; qu’a la date 
des dits Compromis il était en effet constant qu’aucun litige entre ces 
Parties n’avait été déféré aux Tribunaux Vénézuéliens et que le main- 
tien de la juridiction Vénézuélienne quant a ces réclamations ett été 
incompatible et inconciliable avec l’arbitrage institué ; 

Considérant qu'il ne s’agissait pas de la cession d’une concession, 
mais de la cession d’une créance, que le défaut de notification préalable 
de la cession d’une créance n’est que l’inobservation d’une prescription 
de la législation locale et bien que pareille prescription se trouve aussi 
dans d’autres législations, elle ne peut étre considérée comme exigée 
par l’équité absolue, au moins lorsqu’en fait, le débiteur a eu connais- 
sance de la cession et qu’il n’a pas plus payé sa dette au cédant qu’au 
cessionnaire ; 


III. Quant aux 147,638.79 DoLiaRs: 


Considérant qu’en ce qui concerne les 1,053 dollars pour transport 
de passagers et marchandises en 1900 et les 25,845.20 dollars pour 
loyer des bateaux a vapeur Delta, Socorro, Masparro, Guanare, Heroe 
de juillet 1900 a avril 1902, la sentence du Surarbitre ne se fonde que 
sur le défaut de notification préalable de la cession au Gouvernement 
du Vénézuela ou d’acceptation par lui, et que, comme il a été déja dit, 
ce moyen de défense était écarté par le Compromis ; 

Considérant qu’on pourrait en dire autant de la demande des 
19,571.34 dollars pour remboursement d’impéts nationaux qui auraient 
été illégalement percus et de celle des 3,509.22 dollars du chef de la 
rétention du “Bolivar,” mais qu’il n’est pas prouvé, d’une part que les 
impots dont il s’agit étaient de ceux dont la Orinoco Shipping and 
Trading Company était exempte, d’autre part que le fait querellé pro- 
cédérait d’un abus d’autorité de la part du Consul Vénézuélien et 
qu’ainsi ces deux demandes devant étre rejetées au fond, quoique par 
d’autres motifs, l’annullation de la sentence en ce point serait sans 
intérét ; 

Considérant que la décision du Surarbitre allouant 27,692.31 dollars 
au lieu de 28,461.53 dollars pour rétention et loyer du Masparro et 
Socorro du 21 mars au 18 septembre 1902, est quant aux 769.22 dol- 
lars non alloués, ici encore uniquement fondée sur le défaut de notifi- 
cation de la cession de la créance; 

Considérant que la décision du Surarbitre quant aux autres demandes 
rentrant dans ce chef pour la période postérieure au 1 avril 1902 est 
fondée sur des appréciations des faits et sur une interprétation de 
principes de droit qui ne sont pas sujettes ni a nouvel examen ni a 
revision par ce Tribunal, les décisions intervenues sur ces points n’étant 
pas entachées de nullité ; 
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IV. Quant Aux 25,000 DoLLars: 


Considérant que la demande de 25,000 dollars pour honoraires, 
dépenses et débours a été rejetée par le Surarbitre en consequence du 
rejet de la plupart des réclamations des Etats-Unis d’Amerique, et 
que—par la présente sentence—quelques-unes de ces réclamations etant 
admises, il parait équitable d’allouer une partie de cette somme, que 
le Tribunal fixe ex aequo et bono a 7,000 dollars ; 

Considérant que la loi Vénézuélienne fixe l’intérét légal 4 3% et 
que, dans ces conditions, le Tribunal, tout en constatant en fait l’in- 
suffisance de ce taux, ne peut allouer d’avantage ; 


Par ces MortiFs: 


Le Tribunal déclare nulle la sentence du Surarbitre M. Barge en 
date du 22 février 1904, quant aux quatre points suivants: 

1°. les 19,200 dollars; 

2°les 21,053 “dollars: 

3°. les 25,845.20 dollars; 

4°. les 769.22 dollars déduits da la réclamation des 28,461.53 dol- 
lars pour rétention et loyer du Masparro et Socorro; 

Et statuant, en conséquence de la nullité ainsi constatée, et a raison 
des éléments soumis a son appréciation: 

Déclare ces chefs de demande fondés et alloue aux Etats-Unis 
d’Amérique, indépendamment des sommes allouées par la sentence du 
Surarbitre du 22 février 1904, les sommes de: 

1°2-19:2008.. dollars: 3°. 25,845.20 dollars; 
Zo O532. a otate: 4°. 769.22 dollars; 

le tout avec intérét a 3 pct. depuis la date de la demande (16 juin 
1903) et a payer dans les deux mois de la présente sentence; 

alloue en outre a titre d’indemnité pour remboursement de frais et 
honoraires 7,000 dollars; 

rejette la demande pour le surplus; la sentence du Surarbitre M. 
Barge du 22 février 1904 devant conserver en dehors des points 
ci-dessus, son plein et entier effet. 

Fait 4 La Haye, dans l’Hotel de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage, 
en triple exemplaire, le 25 octobre 1910. 

Le Président: LAMMASCH 
Le Secrétare général: M1IcHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN 


Agreement for Arbitration, February 13, 19091 


El Doctor Francisco Gonzalez Guinan, Ministro de Relaciones Ex- 
teriores de los Estados Unidos de Venezuela, debidamente autorizado 
por el General Juan Vicente Gémez, Vicepresidente de los Estados 
Unidos de Venezuela, Encargado de la Presidencia de la Republica, 
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y William I. Buchanan, Alto Comisionado, Representante del Presi- 
dente de los Estados Unidos de América, habiéndose exhibido y en- 
contrado en forma sus respectivos poderes, y anomados del espiritu 
de franca amistad que siempre ha existido y debe existir entre las 
dos Naciones que representan, han tratado en repetidas y prolongadas 
conferencias de la manera de arreglar amistosa y equitativamente las 
diferencias que existen entre sus respectivos Gobiernos con respecto 
a las reclamaciones pendientes entre las dos Naciones, pues ni los 
Estados Unidos de Venezuela ni los Estados Unidos de América aspi- 
ran a otra cosa que al sostenimiento de lo que en justicia y equidad 
les corresponda; y como resultado de estas conferencias, han recono- 
cido la grande importancia del arbitraje como medio de mantener ia 
buena armonia que debe existir y desarrollarse entre sus respectivas 
Naciones y a fin de evitar en lo futuro, en todo lo posible, diferencias 
entre ellas, creen que es de todo punto conveniente que un Tratado de 
Arbitramento sea ajustado entre sus respectivos Gobiernos. 

Con respecto a las reclamaciones que han sido el tema de sus largas 
y amistosas conferencias, el Doctor Francisco Gonzalez Guinan y 
William I. Buchanan han encontrado que las opiniones y puntos de 
vista sostenidos por sus respectivos Gobiernos han sido y son tan 
diametralmente opuestos y distintos, que han encontrado dificil resol- 
verlos de comtn acuerdo, por lo cual tienen que apelar 4 la medida 
conciliatoria del arbitraje, medida a la cual las dos Naciones que repre- 
sentan estan ligadas entre si por sus firmas a los tratados de la Se- 
gunda Conferencia de la Paz de La Haya de 1907, y que esta recono- 
cida por todo el mundo civilizado como el unico modo satisfactorio 
para solucionar los conflictos internacionales. 

Convencidos asi y firmes en sus propdsitos de no permitir que por 
ningtin motivo se perturbe la cordialidad que siempre ha existido entre 
sus respectivos Paises, los expresados Sefiores Doctor Francisco 
Gonzalez Guinan y William I. Buchanan, ampliamente autorizados al 
efecto, han ajustado, convenido y firmado el Presente Protocolo para 
el arreglo de dichas reclamaciones contra los Estados Unidos de Vene- 
zuela, que son las siguientes: 

1. La reclamacién de los Estados Unidos de América en favor de 
la Orinoco Steamship Company ; 

2. La reclamacién de tos Estados Unidos de América en favor de 
la Orinoco Corporation y de sus causantes, The Manoa Company 
Limited, The Orinoco Company y The Orinoco Company Limited; y 

3. La reclamaciédn de los Estados Unidos de América en favor de 
la United States and Venezuela Company (también conocida como Ja 
reclamacion Crichfield). 


Articuto 1 


Con respecto 4 la primera de esas reclamaciones, la de la Orinoco 
Steamship Company, los Estados Unidos de Venezuela han sostenido 
la inmutabilidad del fallo arbitral del Superarbitro Barge librado en 
este caso, alegando que dicho fallo no adolece de ninguna de las 
causales que por jurisprudencia universal dan lugar a nulidad, sino 
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que antes bien reviste el caracter de inapelable, pues no puede tenerse 
por nulo el Compromiso de Arbitraje, ni ha habido exceso de poder, 
ni puede alegarse corrupcién de jueces, ni error esencial en el fallo; 
y por otra parte, los Estados Unidos de América, alegando casos 
practicos, entre ellos el caso de la revision, por consentimiento de los 
Estados Unidos de América, de los fallos arbitrales dictados por la 
Comisién Mixta Venezolano—Americana, creada por la Convencion 
del 25 de abril de 1866, y fundandose en las circunstancias del caso 
y considerando los preceptos de derecho internacional y de jurispru- 
dencia universal, han sostenido no solo la admisibilidad sino la necesi- 
dad de la revision de dicho fallo; en consecuencia de esta situacion, 
el Doctor Francisco Gonzalez Guinan y William I. Buchanan con el 
espiritu que ha distinguido sus conferencias, han convenido en someter 
este caso al alto criterio del Tribunal Arbitral creado por este Proto- 
colo, en la forma siguiente: 

El Tribunal Arbitral debe decidir primero si el fallo del Superar- 
bitro Barge, en este caso, bajo todas las circunstancias y los preceptos 
de derecho internacional, no esta viciado de nulidad y tiene que con- 
siderarse concluyente hasta excluir un nuevo examen del caso en su 
fondo. Si el Tribunal Arbitral falla que debe considerarse dicho fallo 
concluyente, el caso sera aceptado como concluido por los Estados 
Unidos de América; pero, si por otra parte, el Tribunal Arbitral decide 
que dicho fallo del Superarbitro Barge no debe considerarse definitivo, 
el mismo Tribunal Arbitral debe entonces examinar, oir y determinar 
el caso y librar su fallo en su fondo. 


ARTICULO 2 


En el curso de las muchas conferencias celebradas con respecto al 
asunto de los Estados Unidos de América por parte de la Orinoco 
Corporation y de sus causantes, contra los Estados Unidos de Vene- 
zuela, entre el Doctor Francisco Gonzalez Guinan, Ministro de Rela- 
ciones Exteriores de Venezuela, y William I. Buchanan, Alto Comisio- 
nado, Representante del Presidente de los Estados Unidos de Amé- 
rica, han encontrado que las opiniones y consideraciones sostenidas 
por sus respectivos Gobiernos con respecto a los derechos y reclama- 
ciones de la Compafiia reclamante son tan diametralmente opuestas 
entre si, que hacen imposible conciliarlas por medio de negociaciones 
directas entre sus Gobiernos. 

_ Entre éstas han encontrado que los Estados Unidos de América por 
parte de la Compafiia reclamante sostienen que, tanto por el acto del 
Congreso Nacional de Venezuela como por Resoluciones y otros actos 
de su Poder Ejecutivo, los derechos y reclamaciones mantenidos y 
reclamados por los Estados Unidos de América por parte de la Com- 
pafiia reclamante en la concesion Fitzgerald, origen del presente caso, 
y conforme 4 ella, son firmemente reconocidos y afirmados como sub- 
sistentes y validos, y que el Gobierno de Venezuela ha insistido é in- 
siste en que el fallo del Superarbitro Barge del 12 de abril de 1904, 
que Venezuela considera irrevocable, y la sentencia dictada por la 
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Corte Federal y de Casacién de Venezuela, el 18 de marzo de 1908, 
son por si una prueba concluyente de que no existen los derechos ni 
las pretensiones de la Compafiia reclamante, pues la expresada Com- 
pafiia, aun aceptando ser cesionaria de las otras, no llegé 4 constituirse 
de conformidad con las leyes de Venezuela, y aun habiéndose consti- 
tuido, de antemano quedaba sometida 4 las leyes venezolanas y acep- 
tado que éstas debian regir y decidir las contenciones y diferencias 
que pudieran ocurrir; mientras que los Estados Unidos de América 
por parte de la Compafiia reclamante se han negado y se niegan 4 
aceptar de manera alguna que ni el fallo del Superarbitro Barge ni 
el de la Corte Federal y de Casacion de Venezuela puedan terminar 
6 hayan terminado 6 eliminado los derechos y reclamaciones alegados 
por la Compafiia reclamante de acuerdo con dicho contrato Fitzgerald, 
sino que por el contrario los derechos y reclamaciones alegados en 
esta materia por la Compafiia reclamante son validos y subsistentes. 

En vista de estas y otras conclusiones igualmente contrarias, alcan- 
zadas y persistentemente sostenidas por sus respectivos Gobiernos con 
respecto a este caso, los mencionados Representantes, animados por 
un firme proposito de hacer todo lo que esté 4 su alcance para con- 
servar y fomentar una buena inteligencia entre sus Gobiernos, y con 
el deseo expreso de allegar los medios para un arreglo de las diferen- 
cias que entre ellos existen con respecto a este caso, en justicia y 
equidad, no pueden salirse de la conclusion de que ese mismo espiritu 
de cordialidad que ha venido privando en las numerosas conferencias 
ya efectuadas, recomienda é indica la conveniencia y la necesidad de 
someter este asunto a un Tribunal Internacional imparcial, a fin de 
que las diferencias que de él se derivan sean determinadas una vez por 
todas y concluyan de manera justa y equitativa. Para llegar a este 
deseado fin, y de acuerdo con los principios arriba apuntados: 

Queda convenido entre el Doctor Francisco Gonzalez Guinan, Minis- 
tro de Relaciones Exteriores de los Estados Unidos de Venezuela, y 
William I. Buchanan, Alto Comisionado, Representante del Presidente 
de los Estados Unidos de América, debidamente autorizados a este 
efecto por sus respectivos Gobiernos, que el asunto de los Estados 
Unidos de América por parte de la Orinoco Corporation y de sus 
causantes, The Manoa Company Limited, The Orinoco Company y 
The Orinoco Company Limited, sea sometido al Tribunal Arbitral 
creado por este Protocolo. 

Dicho Tribunal Arbitral examinara y decidira: 

1. Si el fallo del Superarbitro Barge del 12 de abril de 1904, bajo 
los preceptos de derecho internacional, no esta viciado de nulidad y 
conserva el caracter de concluyente en el caso de las causantes de la 
Compafiia reclamante contra Venezuela. 

2. Si el Tribunal Arbitral sentencia que debe considerarse dicho 
fallo como concluyente, decidira entonces, qué efecto tenia dicho fallo 
con respecto 4 la subsistencia del contrato Fitzgerald en aquella fecha, 
y con respecto 4 los derechos de la Compajfiia reclamante 6 los de sus 
causantes en dicho contrato. 

3. Si decide que el fallo de dicho Superarbitro Barge no debe 
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considerarse concluyente, dicho Tribunal Arbitral examinara en su 
fondo y fallara sobre las cuestiones sometidas a dicho Superarbitro 
por las causantes de la Compafiia reclamante. 

4. El Tribunal Arbitral examinara, considerara y decidira si ha 
habido injusticia notoria contra la Compafiia reclamante, 6 sus causan- 
tes, respecto del contrato Fitzgerald, por el fallo de la Corte Federal 
y de Casacion, librado el 18 de marzo de 1908 en el juicio seguido 
por el Gobierno de Venezuela contra las causantes de la Compafiia 
reclamante, 6 por alguno de los actos de cualquiera de las autoridades 
del Gobierno de Venezuela. 

Si el Tribunal Arbitral decide que ha habido tal injusticia, queda 
facultado para examinar el asunto de la Compafiia reclamante y de sus 
causantes contra el Gobierno de Venezuela en su fondo, y para pro- 
nunciar fallo definitivo respecto de los derechos y las obligaciones de 
las partes, fijando los dafios y perjuicios que en su alto criterio crea 
justos y equitativos. 

En todo caso el Tribunal Arbitral decidira: 

(a). Qué efecto, si alguno, ha causado y tiene dicho fallo de la 
Corte Federal y de Casacion, del 18 de marzo de 1908, en todo lo 
referente 4 los derechos de la Compafiia reclamante como cesionaria 
del contrato Fitzgerald ; 

(b). Si dicho contrato Fitzgerald esta vigente; y 

(c). Si declara que dicho contrato esta vigente, cuales son, entonces, 
los derechos y las obligaciones de la Compafiia reclamante por una 
parte, y del Gobierno de Venezuela por la otra. 


ARTICULO 3 


El Doctor Francisco Gonzalez Guinan, Ministro de Relaciones Ex- 
teriores de los Estados Unidos de Venezuela, y William I. Buchanan, 
Alto Comisionado, Representante del Presidente de los Estados Uni- 
dos de América, han tratado cuidadosamente, en las conferencias que 
han celebrado, el asunto de los Estados Unidos de América, por parte 
de la United States and Venezuela Company contra los Estados Uni- 
dos de Venezuela, también conocido como asunto Crichfield, y obser- 
van que aunque los puntos que contienen differen en muchos respectos 
de los tratados con respecto a las reclamaciones que han sido conside- 
radas, las mismas opiniones radicalmente opuestas: prevalecen por 
parte de ambos Gobiernos. 

A fin, pues, de que ningun asunto quede pendiente que no tienda 4 
robustecer la buena inteligencia y amistad que existen entre los dos 
Gobiernos, sus Representantes arriba nombrados, el Doctor Francisco 
Gonzalez Guinan y William I. Buchanan, convienen por el presente 
que dicho asunto de los Estados Unidos de América, por parte de la 
United States and Venezuela Company contra los Estados Unidos de 
Venezuela, sea sometido al Tribunal Arbitral creado por este Proto- 
colo, y ademas que dicho Tribunal queda facultado para examinar, 
oir, considerar, determinar y fallar dicho asunto en su fondo en jus- 
ticia y equidad. 
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ARTIcULO 4 


Los Estados Unidos de Venezuela y los Estados Unidos de Amé- 
rica, habiendo en la Segunda Conferencia de la Paz efectuada en La 
Haya en 1907, aceptado y reconocido la Corte Permanente de La 
Haya, se conviene que todos los casos mencionados en los articulos 
I, II y III de este Protocol, es decir, el de la Orinoco Steamship Com- 
pany, el de la Orinoco Corporation y de sus causantes, y el de la 
United States and Venezuela Company, se pongan bajo la jurisdic- 
cin de un Tribunal Arbitral compuesto de tres Arbitros escogidos de 
la Corte Permanente de La Haya ya citada. 

No formara parte de este Tribunal Arbitral ninguno de los miem- 
bros de dicha Corte que sea ciudadano de los Estados Unidos de Vene- 
zuela 6 de los Estados Unidos de América, y ningtin miembro de dicha 
Corte podra ser abogado ante dicho Tribunal por una u otra Nacidn. 

Este Tribunal Arbitral tendra su asiento en La Haya. 


ArTicuLo 5 


Dicho Tribunal Arbitral en cada caso que se le someta determinara 
decidira y fallara de acuerdo con la justicia y la equidad. Sus de- 
cisiones seran en cada caso aceptadas y apoyadas por los Estados 
Unidos de Venezuela y por los Estados Unidos de América como defi- 
nitivas y concluyentes. 


ARTICULO 6 


En la presentacién de los casos al Tribunal Arbitral pueden ambas 
partes hacer uso de los idiomas francés, espafiol 6 inglés. 


ArTicuLO 7 


Dentro de ocho meses, contados desde la fecha de este Protocolo, 
cada una de las partes presentara a la otra y a cada uno de los miem- 
bros del Tribunal Arbitral dos ejemplares impresos de su alegato con 
los documentos y pruebas en que se apoye, junto con el testimonio de 
sus testigos respectivos. ; 

Dentro de un plazo adicional de cuatro meses, cualquiera de las 
partes puede, de la misma manera, presentar contra-alegato con docu- 
mentos, pruebas y declaraciones adicionales en contestacién al alegato, 
documentos, pruebas y declaraciones de la otra parte. _ 

Dentro de sesenta dias contados desde la expiracidn del plazo 
sefialado para entregar los contra-alegatos, cada Gobierno puede, por 
medio de su Representante, hacer sus argumentos ante el Tribunal 
Arbitral, tanto verbalmente como por escrito, y cada uno entregara 
al otro copias de cualesquiera argumentos asi hechos por escrito, y 
cada parte tendra derecho 4 contestar por escrito, siempre que tal 
contestacién sea sometida dentro de los sesenta dias tltimamente 


citados. 
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ARTICULO 8 


Todos los archivos publicos y documentos bajo el control 6 direc- 
cién de uno t otro Gobierno 6 en su posesion, relativos a los asuntos 
en litigio, seran accesibles al otro y, previa solicitud, se le daran las 
copias autenticadas de ellos. Los documentos que cada parte aduzca 
en sus pruebas deberan estar autenticados por el respectivo Ministro 
de Relaciones Exteriores. 


ARTICULO 9 


Todas las adjudicaciones pecuniarias que haga el Tribunal Arbitral 
en los dichos casos seran en moneda de oro de los Estados Unidos de 
América, 6 su equivalente en moneda venezolana, debiendo el Tribunal 
Arbitral fijar el tiempo de los pagos, previa consulta con los Repre- 
sentantes de los dos Paises. 


ArTicuLo 10 


Queda convenido que, dentro de seis meses a contar desde la fecha 
de este Protocolo, el Gobierno de los Estados Unidos de Venezuela y 
e! de los Estados Unidos de América se notificaran mutuamente, asi 
como también notificaran a la Oficina de la Corte Permanente de La 
Haya, el nombre del Arbitro que escoja de entre los miembros de la 
Corte Permanente de Arbitraje. 

Dentro de los sesenta dias siguientes, los Arbitros arriba menciona- 
dos se reuniran en La Haya y procederan a escoger el Tercer Arbitro 
de acuerdo con las previsiones del articulo cuarenta y cinco de la 
Convencion de La Haya para el Arreglo Pacifico de los Conflictos 
Internacionales arriba citada. 

Dentro del mismo término cada uno de los dos Gobiernos depositara 
en dicha Oficina la suma de quince mil francos por cuenta de los gas- 
tos del arbitramento previsto por este Protocolo, y de cuando en cuando 
y de la misma manera seran depositadas las demas cantidades necesa- 
rias para cubrir dichos gastos. 

El Tribunal Arbitral se reunira en La Haya doce meses después de 
la fecha de este Protocolo para empezar sus deliberaciénes y oir los 
argumentos a él sometidos. Dentro de sesenta dias después de cerra- 
das las audiencias seran librados sus fallos. 


ArTicuto 11 


Con excepcion de lo convenido en este Protocolo, el procedimiento 
arbitral se conformara a las previsiones de la Convencién para el 
Arreglo Pacifico de los Conflictos Internacionales, de la cual ambas 
partes son signatarias, firmada en La Haya el 18 de octubre de 1907, 
y especialmente a las previsiones de su capitulo tercero. 


ArtTicuLo 12 


Queda entendido y pactado que nada de lo expuesto en este Proto- 
colo sera impedimento para que dentro del término de cinco meses, 
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a contar de la fecha de este Protocolo, los Estados Unidos de Vene- 
zuela puedan llegar 4 un arreglo amistoso con las dos 6 cada una de 
las Compafiias reclamantes 4 que refieren los articulos II y III, siempre 
que, en cada caso en que se llegare a un arreglo la respectiva Compafiia 
haya obtenido previamente el consentimiento del Gobierno de los 
Estados Unidos de América. 

Los signatarios, el Doctor Francisco Gonzalez Guinan y William 
I. Buchanan, con el caracter que cada uno i:iviste, de esta manera, dan 
por terminadas sus conferencias con respecto a las diferencias entre 
los Estados Unidos de Venezuela y los Estados Unidos de América 
y firman dos ejemplares de este Protocolo de un mismo tenor y a un 
solo efecto en cada uno de los idiomas espafiol é inglés, en Caracas a 
los trece dias del mes de febrero del afio de mil novecientos nueve. 

(L.S.) F. GonzALez GuINnAN 
(L.S.) Wiurrtram I. BucHANAN 


THE SAVARKAR CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, February 24, 1911’ 


Considérant que, par un Compromis en date du 25 octobre 1910, le 
Gouvernement de la République Frangaise et le Gouvernement de Sa 
Majesté Britannique se sont mis d’accord a l’effet de soumettre a 
l’arbitrage, d’une part, les questions de fait et de droit soulevées par 
l’arrestation et la réintégration, 4 bord du paquebot “Morea,” le 8 
juillet 1910, a Marseille, du sujet britannique (British Indian) 
Savarkar, évadé de ce batiment ot il était détenu; d’autre part, la 
réclamation du Gouvernement de la République Francaise tendant a la 
restitution de Savarkar ; 

que le Tribunal Arbitral a été chargé de décider la question suivante: 
Vinayak Damodar Savarkar doit-il, conformément aux régles du droit 
international, étre ou non restitué par le Gouvernement de Sa Majesté 
Britannique au Gouvernement de la République Francaise? 

Considérant qu’en exécution de ce Compromis, les deux Gouverne- 
ments ont désigné respectivement comme Arbitres: 

Son Excellence Monsieur Beernaert, Ministre d’Etat, Membre de 
la Chambre Belge des Représentants, etc., Président ; 

Le Trés Honorable Comte de Desart, ancien Procureur-Général 
de Sa Majesté Britannique; 

Monsieur Louis Renault, Professeur a l’Université de Paris, Ministre 
Plénipotentiaire, Jurisconsulte du Département des Affaires Etran- 
géres ; 

Monsieur G. Gram, ancien Ministre d’Etat de Norvége, Gouverneur 
de Province; 

Son Excellence Monsieur le Jonkheer A. F. de Savornin Lohman, 
Ministre d’Etat, Membre de la Seconde Chambre des Etats-Généraux 
des Pays-Bas; 

Considérant que les deux Gouvernements ont respectivement dé- 
signé comme Agents, 

Le Gouvernement de la République Frangaise: 

Monsieur André Weiss, Jurisconsulte adjoint du Département des 
Affaires Etrangéres de la République Francaise, Professeur a la 
Faculté de droit de Paris; 

Le Gouvernement de Sa Majesté Britannique: 

Monsieur Eyre Crowe, Conseiller d’Ambassade, Chef de Section au 
Département des Affaires Etrangéres de Sa Majesté Britannique. 

Considérant que, conformément aux dispositions du Compromis, les 
Mémoires, Contre-Mémoires et Répliques ont été diiment échangés 
entre les Parties et communiqués aux Arbitres. 


1Official report, p. 50. 
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Considérant que le Tribunal s’est réuni A La Haye le 1 février 1911, 

Attendu, en ce qui concerne les faits qui ont donné lieu au différend 
entre les deux Gouvernements, qu’il est établi que, par une lettre du 
29 juin 1910, le Chef de la Police Métropolitaine 4 Londres a fait 
savoir au Directeur de la Sireté générale 4 Paris que le sujet Britan- 
nique Indien (British Indian) Vinayak Damodar Savarkar serait 
envoyé dans l’Inde a l’effet d’y étre poursuivi pour une affaire d’as- 
sassinat, etc. (for abetment of murder, etc.), et qu’il serait a bord du 
navire “Morea,” faisant escale 4 Marseille le 7 ou le 8 juillet. 

Attendu qu’a la suite de cette lettre, le Ministére de l’Intérieur a, par 
un télégramme du 4 juillet 1910, averti le Préfet des Bouches-du- 
Rhone que la police britannique venait d’envoyer dans l’Inde Savarkar 
a bord du vapeur “Morea”; que ce télégramme mentionne que “quel- 
ques révolutionnaires hindous, actuellement sur le Continent, pour- 
raient profiter de cette occasion pour faciliter l’evasion de cet étranger,” 
et que le Préfet est prié “de vouloir bien prendre les dispositions 
nécessaires pour éviter toute tentative de ce genre.” 

Attendu que le Directeur de la Streté générale a, de son cété, ré- 
pondu, le 9 juillet 1910, a la lettre du Chef de la Police a Londres, 
en lui faisant connaitre qu’il a “donné les instructions nécessaires, en 
vue d’éviter tout incident a l’occasion du passage a Marseille du nommé 
Vinayak Damodar Savarkar, embarqué a bord du vapeur Morea.” 

Attendu que, le 7 juillet, le “Morea” arriva a4 Marseille; que, le 
lendemain entre 6 et 7 heures du matin, Savarkar, ayant réussi a 
s’échapper, a gagné la terre a la nage et s’est mis a courir; qu’il fut 
arrété par un brigadier de la gendarmerie maritime francais, et ramené 
a bord du navire; que trois personnes descendues du navire ont prété 
assistance au brigadier pour reconduire le fugitif a bord; que, le 9 
juillet, le “Morea” quitta Marseille emmenant ce dernier. 

Attendu que des déclarations que le brigadier francais a faites de- 
vant la police de Marseille, il résulte: 

qu'il a vu le fugitif presque nu sortir par un hublot du vapeur se 
jeter a la mer et gagner le quai a la nage; 

qu’au méme instant, des personnes du bord se sont précipitées, en 
criant et en gesticulant, sur la passerrelle conduisant a terre pour se 
mettre a la poursuite de cet homme; 

que, d’autre part, de nombreuses personnes se trouvant sur le quai 
se mirent a crier, “Arrétez-le” ; 

que le brigadier s’élanga aussitét 4 la poursuite du fugitif, et, le 
rejoignant aprés un parcours de cinq cents métres environ, |’arréta. 

Attendu que le brigadier déclare qu’il ignorait absolument a qui il 
avait eu affaire, qu’il a cru simplement que l’individu qui se sauvait, 
poursuivi par la clameur publique, était un homme de 1’équipage ayant 
peut-étre commis un délit a bord. 

Attendu, quant a l’assistance que lui ont prétée un homme de 
l’équipage et deux agents de la police indienne, qu’il résulte des expli- 
cations fournies a ce sujet, qu’ils sont survenus aprés l’arrestation de 
Savarkar et que leur intervention n’a eu qu’un caractére secondaire ; 
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que, le brigadier ayant pris Savarkar par un bras pour le ramener 
vers le navire, le prisonnier le suivit docilement et que le brigadier 
n’a pas cessé de le tenir, assisté des personnes susmentionnées, jusqu’a 
la coupée du navire; 

qu’il a déclaré, du reste, qu’il ne connaissait pas la langue anglaise ; 

qu’a juger de ce qui a été relaté, tout l’incident n’a duré que quel- 
ques’ minutes. 

Attendu qu’il est avéré que le brigadier qui opérait l’arrestation 
n’ignorait pas la présence de Savarkar a bord du navire et qu’il avait 
eu, comme tous les agents et gendarmes francais, pour consigne d’em- 
pécher de monter a bord tout Hindou qui ne serait pas porteur d’un 
billet de passage. 

Attendu que les circonstances expliquent, du reste, que les personnes 
chargées a bord de surveiller Savarkar aient cru pouvoir compter sur 
l’assistance des agents frangais. 

Attendu qu’il est établi qu’un Commissaire de la police frangaise s’est 
présenté a bord du navire, peu de temps aprés son arrivée au port, et 
s’est mis, d’aprés l’ordre du Préfet, a la disposition du Commandant 
pour la surveillance a exercer; 

que ce Commissaire a été, en conséquence, mis en relation avec 
l’officier de police britannique chargé, avec des agents, de la garde du 
prisonnier ; 

que le Préfet de Marseille, comme i] résulte d’un télégramme du 13 
juillet 1910 au Ministre de I’Intérieur, déclare avoir agi a cette occasion 
conformément aux instructions données par la Streté générale prescri- 
vant de prendre les dispositions nécessaires pour empécher l’evasion 
de Savarkar. 

Attendu que, d’aprés ce qui précéde, il est manifeste qu’il ne s’agit 
pas ici d’un cas ou l’on aurait eu recours a des manceuvres fraudu- 
leuses ou a des actes de violence pour se mettre en possession d’une 
personne réfugiée sur un territoire étranger et qu’il n’y a eu, dans les 
faits de l’arrestation, de la livraison et de la conduite de Savarkar 
dans l’Inde, rien de nature a porter atteinte a la souveraineté de la 
France; que tous ceux qui ont pris part a l’incident ont été certaine- 
ment de bonne foi et n’ont nullement cru s’écarter de la légalité. 

Attendu que, dans les circonstances ci-dessus relatées, la conduite 
du brigadier n’ayant pas été désavouée par ses chefs avant le 9 juillet 
au matin, c’est-a-dire avant le départ du “Morea” de Marseille, les 
agents britanniques ont pu naturellement croire que le brigadier avait 
agi en conformité de ses instructions ou que sa conduite avait été 
approuvee. 

Attendu qu’en admettant qu’une irrégularité ait été commise par 
l’arrestation et la remise de Savarkar aux agent britanniques, il n’existe 
pas, en droit international, de régle en vertu de laquelle la Puissance 
qui a, dans des conditions telles que celles qui ont été indiquées, un 
prisonnier en son pouvoir, devrait le rendre a raison d’une faute com- 
mise par l’agent étranger qui le lui a livré. 
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Par ces Motirs: 


Le Tribunal Arbitral décide que le Gouvernement de Sa Majesté 
Britannique n’est pas tenu de restituer le nommé Vinayak Damodar 
Savarkar au Gouvernement de la République francaise. 

Fait a La Haye, dans |’Hotel de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage, 
le 24 février 1911. 


Le Président: A. BEERNAERT 
Le Secrétmre général: MicHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN 


Agreement for Arbitration, October 25, 19I0* 


Le Gouvernement de la République Francaise et le Gouvernement de 
Sa Majesté Britannique s’étant mis d’accord, par un échange de notes 
en date des 4 et 5 octobre 1910, a l’effet de soumettre a l’arbitrage, 
d’une part, les questions de fait et de droit soulevées par l’arrestation 
et la réintégration, a bord du paquebot Morea, le 8 Juillet 1910, a 
Marseille, de l’Indien Vinayak Damodar Savarkar, évadé de ce bati- 
ment, ou il était détenu; d’autre part, la réclamation du Gouvernement 
de la République tendant a la restitution de Savarkar ; 

Les soussignés, diment autorisés a cet effet, sont convenus du Com- 
promis suivant: 

ARTICLE PREMIER 


Un Tribunal Arbitral, composé comme il est dit ci-aprés, sera chargé 
de décider la question suivante: 

Vinayak Damodar Savarkar doit-il, conformément aux régles du 
droit international, étre ou non restitué par le Gouvernement de Sa 
Majesté Britannique au Gouvernement de la République Frangaise? 


Art. 2 


Le Tribunal Arbitral sera composé de cing Arbitres pris parmi les 
membres de la Cour permanente de La Haye. Les deux Parties con- 
tractantes se mettront d’accord sur la composition du Tribunal. 
Chacune d’elles pourra désigner comme Arbitre un de ses nationaux. 


Art. 3 


Le 6 décembre 1910, chacune des Hautes Parties contractantes remet- 
tra, au Bureau de la Cour permanente, quinze exemplaires de son 
mémoire, avec les copies certifiées conformes de toutes pieces et docu- 
ments qu’elle compte invoquer dans la cause. Le Bureau en assurera 
sans retard la transmission aux Arbitres et aux Parties: savoir, de 
deux exemplaires pour chaque Arbitre, de trois exemplaires pour 
chaque Partie. Deux exemplaires resteront dans les archives du 
Bureau. 


10Official report, p. 5. 
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Le 17 janvier 1911, les Hautes Parties contractantes déposeront dans 
la méme forme leurs contre-mémoires, avec piéces a l’appui. 

Ces contre-mémoires pourront donner lieu a des répliques, qui 
devront étre présentées dans un délai de quinze jours aprés la remise 
des contre-mémoires. 

Les délais fixés par le présent Arrangement pour la remise des 
mémoires, contre-mémoires et répliques pourront étre étendus par une 
entente mutuelle des Hautes Parties contractantes. 


Art. 4 


Le Tribunal se réunira 4 La Haye le 14 février 1911. 

Chaque Partie sera représentée par un Agent, avec mission de servir 
d’intermédiaire entre elle et le Tribunal. 

Le Tribunal Arbitral pourra, s’il l’estime nécessaire, demander a 
l’un ou a l’autre des Agents de lui fournir des explications orales ou 
écrites, auxquelles l’Agent de la Partie adverse aura le droit de 
répondre. 

Il aura aussi la faculté d’ordonner la comparution de témoins. 


Arr. 5 


Les Parties peuvent faire usage de la langue francaise ou de la 
langue anglaise. Les membres du Tribunal pourront se servir, a leur 
choix, de la langue francaise ou de la langue anglaise. Les décisions du 
Tribunal seront rédigées dans les deux langues. 


ArT. 6 


La décision du Tribunal devra étre rendue dans le plus bref délai 
possible, et dans tous les cas, dans les trente jours qui suivront la date 
de la réunion 4 La Haye ou celle de la remise des explications écrites 
qui lui auraient été fournies a sa requéte. Ce délai pourrait, cependant, 
étre prolongé a la demande du Tribunal si les deux Hautes Parties 
contractantes y consentaient. 

Fait 4 Londres, en double exemplaire, le 25 octobre 1910. 


(L.S.) Signé: Paut Camson 
(L..5.),.signé: -E. Grey 


Supplementary Note of October 25, 1910, to the Agreement for Arbi- 
tration, Addressed by His Excellency the Ambassador of the French 
Republic at London to His Excellency the Principal Secretary of 
State of His Britannic Majesty in the Department of Foreign Affairs 


25 Octobre I9Io. 
MonstEuR LE MrnistrE: J’ai Vhonneur d’accuser réception a 
Votre Excellence de sa note de ce jour relative a l’arrangement que 
nous avons signé aujourd’hui en vue de soumettre a l’arbitrage cer- 
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taines questions concernant l’arrestation et la restitution de Vinayak 
Damodar Savarkar, a Marseille, le 8 juillet dernier. Je suis autorisé 
a constater, avec Votre Excellence, l’entente d’aprés laquelle toutes les 
questions qui pourraient s’élever au cours de cet arbitrage, et qui ne 
seraient pas prévues par le susdit arrangement, seront réglées con- 
formément aux stipulations de la Convention, pour le réglement paci- 
fique des conflicts internationaux, signée a la Haye le 18 octobre 1907. 

Il est également entendu que chaque partie supportera ses propres 
frais et une part égale des dépenses du Tribunal. 

Veuillez agréer, etc. 

Signé: PauLt CaMBon 


THE CANEVARO CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, May 3, 1912" 


Considérant que, par un Compromis en date du 25 avril 1910, le 
Gouvernement Italien et le Gouvernement du Pérou se sont mis 
d’accord a l’effet de soumettre a l’arbitrage les questions suivantes: 

“Le Gouvernement du Pérou doit-il payer en espéces ou bien d’aprés 
les dispositions de la loi péruvienne sur la dette intérieure du 12 juin 
1889 les lettres a ordre (cambiali, libramientos) dont sont actuellement 
possesseurs les fréres Napoléon, Carlo et Raphaél Canevaro, qui furent 
tirées par le Gouvernement du Pérou a l’ordre de la maison José Cane- 
varo é hijos pour le montant de 43,140 livres sterling plus les intéréts 
légaux du montant susdit ?” 

“Les fréres Canevaro ont-ils le droit d’exiger le total de la somme 
réclamée ?” 

“Le comte Raphaél Canevaro a-t-il le droit d’étre considéré comme 
réclamant italien ?” 

Considérant qu’en exécution de ce Compromis, ont été désignés 
comme Arbitres: 

Monsieur Louis Renault, Ministre plénipotentiaire, Membre de 
l'Institut, Professeur a la Faculté de droit de l’Université de Paris et a 
l’Ecole des sciences politiques, Jurisconsulte du Ministére des Affaires 
Etrangéres, Président; 

Monsieur Guido Fusinato, Docteur en droit, ancien Ministre de 
l’Instruction publique, Professeur honoraire de droit international a 
Université de Turin, Député, Conseiller d’Etat ; 

Son Excellence Monsieur Manuel Alvarez Calderon, Docteur en 
droit, Professeur a l'Université de Lima, Envoyé extraordinaire et 
Ministre plénipotentiaire du Pérou a Bruxelles et a Berne. 

Considérant que les deux Gouvernements ont respectivement désigné 
comme Conseils: 

Le Gouvernement Royal Italien: 

Monsieur le Professeur Vittorio Scialoja, Sénateur du Royaume 
d’Italie et, comme conseil adjoint, le Comte Giuseppe Francesco Cane- 
varo, Docteur en droit, 

Le Gouvernement Péruvien: 

Monsieur Manuel Maria Mesones, Docteur en droit, Avocat. 

Considérant que, conformément aux dispositions du Compromis, les 
Mémoires et Contre-mémoires ont été diiment échangés entre les 
Parties et communiqués aux Arbitres ; | 

Considérant que le Tribunal s’est réuni 4 La Haye le 20 avril 1912. 

Considérant que, pour la simplification de l’exposé que suivra, il 
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vaut mieux statuer d’abord sur la troisiéme question posée par le 
Compromis, c’est-a-dire sur la qualité de Raphaél Canevaro; 

Considérant que, d’aprés la législation péruvienne (Art. 34 de la 
Constitution), Raphaél Canevaro est Péruvien de naissance comme 
étant né sur le territoire péruvien, 

Que, d’autre part, la législation italienne (Art. 4 du Code civil) lui 
attribue la nationalité italienne comme étant né d’un pére italien; 

Considérant qu’en fait, Raphaél Canevaro c’est, a plusieurs reprises, 
comporté comme citoyen péruvien, soit en posant sa candidature au 
Sénat ot ne sont admis que les citoyens péruviens et ot il est allé 
défendre son élection, soit surtout en acceptant les fonctions de Consul 
général des Pays-Bas, aprés avoir sollicité l’autorisation du Gouverne- 
ment, puis du Congrés péruvien ; 

Considérant que, dans ces circonstances, quelle que puisse étre en 
Italie, au point de vue de la nationalité, la condition de Raphaél Cane- 
varo, le Gouvernement du Pérou a le droit de le considérer comme 
citoyen péruvien et de lui dénier la qualité de réclamant italien. 

Considérant que la créance qui a donné lieu a la réclamation soumise 
au Tribunal résulte d’un décret du dictateur Piérola du 12 décembre 
1880, en vertu duquel ont été créés, a la date du 23 du méme mois, des 
bons de paiement (libramientos) a l’ordre de la maison “José Cane- 
varo é€ hijos” pour une somme de 77,000 livres sterling, payables a 
diverses échéances ; 

Que ces bons n’ont pas été payés aux échéances fixées, qui ont 
coincidé avec l’occupation ennemie ; 

Qu’un acompte de 35,000 livres sterling ayant été payé a Londres 
en 1885, il reste une créance de 43,140 livres sterling sur le sort de 
laquelle il s’agit de statuer ; 

Considérant qu’il résulte des faits de la cause que la maison de com- 
merce “Jose Canevaro é€ hijos,” établie a Lima, a été reconstituée en 
1885 aprés la mort de son fondateur, survenue en 1883 ; 

Quelle a bien conservé la raison sociale “José Canevaro é€ hijos,”’ mais 
qu’en réalité, comme le constate l’acte de liquidation du 6 février 1905, 
elle était composée de José Francisco et de César Canevaro, dont la 
nationalité péruvienne n’a jamais été contestée, et de Raphael Cane- 
varo, dont la méme nationalité, aux termes de la loi du Pérou, vient 
d’étre reconnue par le Tribunal; 

Que cette société, péruvienne a un double titre et par son siége social 
et par la nationalité de ses membres, a subsisté jusqu’a la mort de 
José Francisco Canevaro, survenue en 1900; 

Considérant que c’est au cours de l’existence de cette société que 
sont intervenues les lois péruviennes du 26 octobre 1886, du 12 juin 
1889 et du 17 décembre 1898 qui ont édicté les mesures les plus graves 
en ce qui concerne les dettes de |’Etat péruvien, mesures qu’a paru 
nécessiter l’état désastreux auquel le Pérou avait été réduit par les 
malheurs de la guerre étrangére et de la guerre civile; 

Considérant que, sans qu’il y ait lieu pour le Tribunal d’apprécier 
en elles-mémes les dispositions des lois de 1889 et de 1898, certainement 
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trés rigoureuses pour les créanciers du Pérou, leurs dispositions 
s’imposaient sans aucun doute aux Péruviens individuellement comme 
aux sociétés péruviennes, qu’il y a ld un pur fait que le Tribunal n’a 
qu’a constater. \ 

Considérant que, le 30 septembre 1890, la Société Canevaro, par son 
représentant Giacometti, s’adressait au Sénat pour obtenir le paiement 
des 43,140 livres sterling qui auraient été, suivant lui, fournis pour 
satisfaire aux nécessités de la guerre; 

Que, le 9 avril 1891, dans une lettre adressée au Président du 
Tribunal des Comptes, Giacometti assignait une triple origine a la 
créance: un solde di a la maison Canevaro par le Gouvernement 
comme prix d’armements achetés en Europe au temps de la guerre; 
lettres tirées par le Gouvernement a la charge de la consignation du 
guano aux Etats-Unis, protestées et payées par José Francisco Cane- 
varo; argent fourni pour l’armée par le Général Canevaro ; 

Qu’enfin, le 1° avril 1891, le méme Giacometti, s’adressant encore 
au Président du Tribunal des Comptes, invoquait l’article 14 de la loi 
du 12 juin 1889 que, disait-il, le Congrés avait votée “animado del mas 
patriotico proposito,” pour obtenir le réglement de la créance ; 

Considérant que le représentant de la maison Canevaro avait d’abord 
assigné a la créance une origine manifestement erronée, qu'il ne 
s’agissait nullement de fournitures ou d’avances faites en vue de la 
guerre contre le Chili, mais, comme il a été reconnu plus tard, unique- 
ment du remboursement de lettres de change antérieures qui, tirées par 
le Gouvernement péruvien, avaient été protestées, puis acquittées par la 
maison Canevaro; 

Que c’est en présence de cette situation qu’il convient de se placer; 

Considérant que la maison Canevaro reconnaissait bien, en 1890 et 
en 1891, qu’elle était soumise a la loi de 1889 sur la dette intérieure, 
qu’elle cherchait seulement a se placer dans le cas de profiter d’une 
disposition favorable de cette loi au lieu de subir le sort commun 
des créanciers ; 

Que sa créance ne rentre pas dans les dispositions de l’article 14 de 
la dite loi qu’elle a invoquée, ainsi qu’il a été dit plus haut; qu’il ne 
s’agit pas, dans l’espece, d’un dépot recu par le Gouvernement, ni de 
lettres de change tirées sur le Gouvernement, acceptées par lui et 
reconnues légitimes par le Gouvernement “actuel,” mais d’une opération 
de comptabilité n’ayant pas pour but de procurer des ressources a 1’Etat, 
mais de régler une dette antérieure ; 

Que la créance Canevaro rentre, au contraire, dans les termes trés 
compréhensifs de l’article 1°", n°. 4 de la loi qui mentionnent les ordres 
de paiement (libramientos), bons, chéques, lettres et autres mandats 
de paiement émis par les bureaux nationaux jusqu’en janvier 1880; 
qu’on peut, a la vérité, objecter que ce membre de phrase semble devoir 
laisser en dehors le créance Canevaro qui est du 23 décembre 1880; 
mais qu’il importe de faire remarquer que cette limitation quant a la 
date avait pour but d’exclure les créances nées des actes du dictateur 
Piérola, conformément a la loi de 1886 qui a déclaré nuls tous les 
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actes de ce dernier; qu’ainsi, en prenant a la lettre la disposition dont 
il s’agit, la créance Canevaro ne pourrait étre invoquée a aucun titre, 
méme pour obtenir la faible proportion admise par la loi de 1889; 

Mais considérant que, d’une part, il résulte des circonstances et des 
termes du Compromis que le Gouvernement péruvien reconnait lui- 
méme comme non applicable a la créance Canevaro la nullité édictée 
par la loi de 1886; que, d’autre part, la nullité du décret de Piérola 
laisserait subsister la créance antérieure née du paiement des lettres 
de change; 

Quw’ainsi, la créance résultant des bons de 1880 délivrés a la maison 
Canevaro doit étre considérée comme rentrant dans la catégorie des 
titres énumérés dans l’article 1°, n°. 4, de la loi. 

Considérant qu’il a été soutenu d’une maniére générale que la dette 
Canevaro ne devait pas subir l’application de la loi de 1889, qu’elle ne 
pouvait étre considérée comme rentrant dans la dette intérieure, parce 
que tous ses éléments y répugnaient, le titre étant a ordre, stipulé 
payable en livres sterling, appartenant a des Italiens ; 

Considérant qu’en dehors de la nationalité des personnes, on com- 
prend que des mesures financiéres, prises dans l’intérieur d’un pays, 
n’atteignent pas les actes intervenus au dehors par lesquels le Gouverne- 
ment a fait directement appel au crédit étranger; mais que tel n’est 
pas le cas dans l’espéce: qu’il s’agit bien, dans les titres délivrés en 
décembre 1880, d’un réglement d’ordre intérieur, de titres créés a 
Lima, payables a Lima, en compensation d’un paiement fait volon- 
tairement dans l’intérét du Gouvernement du Pérou; 

Que cela n’est pas infirmé par les circonstances que les titres étaient 
a ordre, payables en livres sterling, circonstances qui n’empéchaient 
pas la loi péruvienne de s’appliquer a des titres créés et payables sur le 
territoire ot! elle commandait ; 

Que l’énumération de l’article 1° n°. 4 rappelée plus haut comprend 
des titres 4 ordre et que l’article 5 prévoit qu’il peut y avoir des con- 
versions de monnaies a faire; 

Qu’enfin il a été constaté précédemment que, lorsque sont intervenues 
les mesures financiéres qui motivent la réclamation, la créance apparte- 
nait a une société incontestablement péruvienne. 

Considérant que la créance de 1880 appartient actuellement aux trois 
fréres Canevaro dont deux sont certainement Italiens ; 

Qu’il convient de se demander si cette circonstance rend inapplicable 
la loi de 1889; 

Considérant que le Tribunal n’a pas a rechercher ce qu’il faudrait 
décider si la créance avait appartenu a des Italiens au moment ou 
intervenait la loi qui réduisait dans de si grandes proportions les droits 
des créanciers du Pérou et si les mémes sacrifices pouvaient étre imposés 
aux étrangers et aux nationaux ; 

Mais qu’en ce moment, il s’agit uniquement de savoir si la situation 
faite aux nationaux, et qu’ils doivent subir, sera modifiée radicalement, 
parce qu’aux nationaux sont substitués des étrangers sous une forme 
ou sous une autre ; 
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Qu’une telle modification ne saurait étre admise aisément, parce 
qu’elle serait contraire 4 cette idée simple que l’ayant-cause n’a pas 
plus de droit que son auteur. 

Considérant que les fréres Canevaro se présentent comme détenant 
les titres litigieux en vertu d’un endossement ; ; 

Que I’on invoque a leur profit l’effet ordinaire de l’'endossement qui 
est de faire considérer le porteur d’un titre 4 ordre comme créancier 
direct du débiteur, de telle sorte qu’il peut repousser les exceptions qui 
auraient été opposables a son endosseur ; 

Considérant que, méme en écartant la théorie d’aprés laquelle, en 
dehors des effets de commerce, l’endossement est une cession entiére- 
ment civile, il y a lieu, dans l’espéce, d’écarter l’effet attribué a 
l’endossement ; 

Qu’en effet, si la date de l’endossement des titres de 1880 n’est pas 
connue, il est incontestable que cet endossement est de beaucoup pos- 
térieur a l’échéance; qu’il y a lieu, dés lors, d’appliquer la disposition 
du Code de commerce péruvien de 1902 (art. 436) d’aprés laquelle 
V’endossement postérieur a l’échéance ne vaut que comme cession 
ordinaire ; 

Que, d’ailleurs, le principe susrappelé au sujet de l’effet de l’en- 
dossement n’empéche pas d’opposer au porteur les exceptions tirées 
de la nature méme du titre, qu’il a connues ou di connaitre; qu’il est 
inutile de faire remarquer que les fréres Canevaro connaissaient par- 
faitement le caractére des titres endossés a leur profit. 

Considérant que, si les fréres Canevaro ne peuvent, en tant que 
possesseur de la créance en vertu d’un endossement, prétendre a une 
condition plus favorable que celle de la société dont ils tiendraient 
leurs droits, il est permis de se demander si leur situation ne doit pas 
étre différente en les envisageant en qualité d’héritiers de José Fran- 
cisco Canevaro, comme les présente une déclaration notariée du 6 
février 1905; 

Qu’il y a, en effet, cette différence entre le cas de cession et le cas 
Whérédité que, dans ce dernier, ce n’est pas par un acte de pure volonté 
que la créance a passé d’une téte sur une autre; 

Que, néanmoins, on ne trouve auctne raison décisive pour admettre 
que la situation a changé par ce fait que des Italiens ont succédé a un 
Péruvien et que les héritiers ont un titre nouveau qui leur permet de se 
prévaloir de la créance dans des conditions plus favorables que le 
de cujus; 

Que c’est une régle générale que les héritiers prennent les biens dans 
l’état ott ils se trouvaient entre les mains du défunt. 

Considérant qu’enfin il a été soutenu que la loi péruvienne de 1889 
sur la dette intérieure, sans changer les créances existantes contre le 
Pérou, avait seulement donné au Gouvernement la faculté de s’acquitter 
de ses dettes d’une certaine maniére quand les créanciers en réclame- 
raient le paiement, que c’est au moment ot le paiement est réclamé 
qu’il faut se placer pour savoir si l’exception résultant de la loi peut 


etre invoquée contre toutes personnes, spécialement contre les 
etrangers ; 
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Que, les propriétaires actuels de la créance étant des Italiens, il y 
aurait lieu pour le Tribunal de se prononcer sur le point de savoir si la 
loi péruvienne de 1889, malgré son caractére exceptionnel, peut étre 
imposée aux étrangers ; 

Mais considérant que ce point de vue parait en désaccord avec les 
termes généraux et l’esprit de la loi de 1889; 

Que le Congrés, dont il ne s’agit pas d’apprécier l’ceuvre en elle-méme, 
a entendu liquider complétement la situation financiére du Pérou, sub- 
stituer les titres qu’il créait aux titres anciens; 

Que cette situation ne peut étre modifiée, parce que les créanciers 
se présentent plus ou moins tot pour le réglement de leurs créances ; 

Que telle était la situation de la maison Canevaro, péruvienne au 
moment ot la loi de 1889 entrait en vigueur, et que, pour les motifs 
déja indiqués, cette situation n’a pas été changée en droit par le fait 
que la créance a, par endossement ou par héritage, passé a des Italiens. 

Considérant, en dernier lieu, qu’il a été allégué que le Gouvernement 
péruvien doit indemniser les réclamants du préjudice que leur a 
occasionné son retard a s’aquitter de la dette de 1880, que le préjudice 
consiste dans la différence entre le paiement en or et le paiement en 
titres de la dette consolidée; qu’ainsi le Gouvernement péruvien serait 
tenu de payer en or la somme réclamée, en admettant méme que la 
loi de 1889, se soit réguli¢rement appliquée a la créance; 

Considérant que le Tribunal estime qu’en entrant dans cet ordre 
didées, il sortirait des termes du Compromis qui le charge seulement 
de décider si le Gouvernement du Pérou doit payer en argent comptant 
ou d’aprés les dispositions de la loi péruvienne du 12 juin 1889; que, 
le Tribunal ayant admis cette derniére alternative, la premiére solution 
doit étre exclue; qu’il n’est pas chargé d’apprécier la responsabilité 
qu’aurait encourue a un autre titre le Gouvernement péruvien, de 
rechercher notamment si le retard a payer peut ou non étre excusé 
par les circonstances difficiles dans lesquelles il se trouvait, étant donné 
surtout qu’il s’agirait en réalité d’une responsabilité encourue envers 
une maison péruvienne qui était créanciére quand le retard s’est produit. 

Considérant qu’il y a lieu de rechercher quel était le montant de la 
créance Canevaro au moment ot est entrée en vigueur la loi de 1889; 

Qu’elle se composait d’abord du capital de 43,140 livres sterling, 
mais qu’il faut y ajouter les intéréts ayant couru jusque la; 

Que les intéréts qui étaient, d’aprés le décret du 23 décembre 1880, de 
4% par an jusqu’aux échéances respectives des bons délivrés et qui 
étaient compris dans le montant de ces bons, doivent étre, a partir 
de ces échéances, calculés au taux légal de 6% (Art. 1274 du Code 
civil péruvien) jusqu’au 1° janvier 1889; 

Qu’on obtient ainsi une somme de £16,577.2.2 qui doit étre jointe 
au principal pour former la somme globale devant étre remboursée en 
titres de la dette consolidée et devant produire un intérét de 1% payable 
en or a partir du 1° janvier 1889 jusqu’au paiement définitif ; 

Considérant que, d’aprés ce qui a été décidé plus haut relativement 
a la situation de, Raphaél Canevaro, c’est seulement au sujet de ses 
deux fréres que le Tribunal doit statuer. 
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Considérant qu’il appartient au Tribunal de régler le mode d’exécu- 


tion de sa sentence. 


Par ces Motirs, 


Le Tribunal arbitral décide que le Gouvernement Péruvien devra, le 
31 juillet 1912, remettre a la Légation d’Italie 4 Lima pour le compte 
des fréres Napoléon et Carlo Canevaro: 

1°. en titres de la dette intérieure (1%) de 1889, le montant nominal 
de trente-neuf mille huit cent onze livres sterling huit sh. un 
(£39,811.8.1.) contre remise des deux tiers des titres délivrés de 23 
décembre 1880 a la maison José Canevaro é€ hijos ; 

2°. en or, la somme de neuf mille trois cent quatre-vingt huit livres 
sterling dix-sept sh. un p. (£9,388.17.1.), correspondant a l’intérét de 
1% du 1% janvier 1889 au 31 juillet 1912. 

Le Gouvernement péruvien pourra retarder le paiement de cette der- 
niére somme jusqu’au 1° janvier 1913 a la charge d’en payer les in- 
téréts a 6% a partir du 1° aott 1912. 

Fait 4 la Haye, dans l’Hotel de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage, 


le 3 mai 1912. 


Le Président: Louis RENAULT 
Le Secrétaire général: MicHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN 


Agreement for Arbitration, April 25, 19101 


Riuniti nel ministero delle rela- 
zioni estere del Pert i sottoscritti, 
conte Giulio Bolognesi, incaricato 
d’affari d’Italia, ed il dottor don 
Meliton F. Porras, ministro delle 
relazioni estere del Pert, hanno 
convenuto quanto segue: 


Il governo di S. M. il Re 
d'Italia ed il governo della repub- 
blica del Pert, non avendo potuto 
mettersi d’accordo riguardo al 
reclamo formulato dal primo in 
nome dei signori conti Napoleone, 
Carlo e Raffaele Canevaro per il 
pagamento della somma di quaran- 
tatre mila cento quaranta lire ster- 
line, pit. gli interessi legali che 
essi sollecitano dal governo del 
Peri; 


Hanno determinato, conforme- 
mente all’art. 1° del trattato per- 
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Reunidos en el Ministerio de 
Relaciones Exteriores del Peru, 
los infrascritos Sefiores Conte 
Giulio Bolognesi, Encargado de 
Negocios de Italia, y doctor don 
Melit6n F. Porras, Ministro del 
Ramo, han convenido en lo 
siguiente : 

El Gobierno de S. M. el Rey 
de Italia y el Gobierno de la 
Republica Peruana, no habiendo 
podido ponerse de acuerdo re- 
specto de la reclamacion formu- 
lada por el primero 4 nombre de 
los Sefiores Condes Napoléon, 
Carios y Rafael Canevaro, para el 
pago de la suma de cuarenta y tres 
mil ciento cuarenta libras esterli- 
nas y sus intereses legales, que 
ellos solicitan del Gobierno del 
Pert, 

Han determinado, de conformi- 
dad con el art. 1° del Tratado 
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manente d’arbitrato esistente fra 
i due paesi, sottomettere questa 
controversia alla corte permanente 
d’arbitrato dell’Aja, la quale dovra 
giudicare in diritto i seguenti 
punti: 

Deve il governo del Pert pagare 
in effettivo o in base alle dis- 
posizioni della legge peruana del 
debito interno del 12 giugno 1889 
le cambiali di cui sono attual- 
mente possessori i fratelli Napo- 
leone, Carlo e Raffaele Canevaro 
e che furono tratte dal governo 
del Pert all’ordine delia Casa José 
Canevaro & Hijos per la somma 
di 43,140 lire sterline, piu gli in- 
teressi legali di questa somma? 


Hanno i fratelli Canevaro di- 
ritto ad esigere la totalita della 
somma reclarata? 

Ha il conte Raffaele Canevaro 
diritto ad essere considerato recla- 
mante italiano? 

Il governo di S. M. il Re 
d'Italia ed il governo della repub- 
blica del Pert’ si obbligano a 
nominare, entro quattro mesi di 
questo protocollo, i membri della 
corte arbitrale. 


Entro sette mesi dalla costitu- 
zione della corte arbitrale ambe- 
due i governi le presenteranno 
l’esposizione completa della con- 
troversia, con tutti i documenti, 
prove, allegati e argomenti del 
caso; ogni governo potra disporre 
di altri cinque mesi per presentare 
alla corte arbitrale la propria ris- 
posta all’altro governo, ed in 
questa sara permesso soltanto di 
riferirsi alle argomentazioni con- 
tenute nell’esposizione della parte 
contraria. 

Si considerera allora terminata 
la discussione, a meno che la 
corte arbitrale richieda ‘© nuovi 
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Permanente de Arbitraje existente 
entre los dos paises, someter esta 
controversia a la Corte Perma- 
nente de Arbitraje de La Haye, 
la cual debera juzgar en derecho 
los siguientes puntos: 

Debe el Gobierno del Pert 
pagar en efectivo, 6 con aseglo a 
las disposiciones de la ley peruana 
de deuda interna de 12 Junio de 
1889, los libramientos de que son 
actualmente posedores los her- 
manos Napoleon, Carlos y Rafael 
Canevaro y que fueron girados 
par el Gobierno Peruano 4a la 
orden de la Casa José Canevaro y 
Hijos para la suma de 43,140 
libras esterlinas y ademas los in- 
tereses legales de dicha suma? 

Tienen los hermanos Canevaro 
derecho a exigir la totalidad de la 
suma reclamada ? 

Tiene don Rafael Canevaro 
derecho a ser considerado como 
reclamante italiano? 

El Gobierno de S. M. el Rey 
de Italia y el Gobierno de la 
Republica Peruana se obligan a 
nombrar, dentro de cuatro meses 
contados desde la fecha de esto 
protocolo, los miembros de la 
Corte Arbitrale. 

A los siete meses de la consti- 
tucion de la Corte Arbitral, ambos 
Gobiernos le presentaran la expo- 
sicion completa de la contraversia, 
con todos los documentos, prue- 
bas, alegatos y argumentos del 
caso; cada Gobierno podra dis- 
poner de otros cinco meses para 
presentar ante la Corte Arbitral 
su respuesta al otro Gobierno, y 
en dicha respuesta solamente sera 
permetido referirse a las alega- 
ciones contenidas en la exposicion 
de la Parte Contraria. 

Se considerera entonces termi- 
nada la discusiOn, 4 menos que la 
Corte Arbitral solicite neuvos 
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documenti, prove od allegati, che 
dovranno essere presentati entro 
quattro mesi contati dal momento 
in cui l’arbitro li chiede. 


Se detti documenti, prove od 
allegati non vengono presentati 
entro questo termine, si pronun- 
ciera la sentenza arbitrale, come 
se non esistessero. 

In fede di che, i sottoscritti 
hanno firmato il presente proto- 
collo, redatto in italiano ed in 
spagnuolo e vi hanno apposto i 
loro rispettivi sigill1. 

Fatto in doppio esemplare, in 
Lima, il venticinque aprile mille- 
novecentodieci. 
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documentos, pruebas 6 alegatos, 
que deberan ser presentados den- 
tro de cuatro meses contados 
desde el momento en que el Ar- 
bitro los pida. 

Si dichos documentos, pruebas 
6 alegatos no se habiesen presen- 
tado en esto termino, se pronun- 
ciera la sentencia arbitral como 
si no existieren. 

En fé de lo cual, los infrascritos 
firman el presente Protocolo, 
redacto en italiano y en espafiol, 
poniendo en el sus respectivos 
sellos. 

Hecho en doblo ejemplar, en 
Lima, el veinte y cinco de abril 
de mil noveciento dies. 


Gr1uLIo BOoLOGNESI 
M. F. Porras 


Notes of April 27, 1910, concerning the Formation of the Tribunal* 


MINISTERIO DE RELACIONES EXXTERIORES 


No. 18 


Sefior encargado de negocios: 


Lima, 27 de abril de rg10. 


No habiéndose estipulado en el protocolo que somete a arbitraje la 


reclamacion presentada contra el gobierno del Pert por los hermanos 
Canevaro, la forma de constitucidn de la corte arbitral, me es grato 
proponer a vuestra sefioria que ella se haga de acuerdo con el articulo 
87 de la convencién para el arreglo pacifico de los conflictos interna- 
cionales, firmada en La Haya en 1907. 

Renuevo 4 vuestra sefioria, las seguridades de mi mayor considera- 
cion. 

M. F. Porras 

Al sefior condé JuLio BoLoGnesi, encargado de negocios de Italia. 


(Trapucci6n ) 


LecaciOn DE S. M. EL Rey DE ITALIA 
No. 273 
Lima, 27 de abril de 1910. 
Sefior ministro: 
Tengo el honor de acusar a V. E. recibo de su nota No. 18, fecha 
de hoy, y me es grato aceptar la propuesta de V. E. de constituir la 


1Boletin del Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores (Peru), No. xxxv, p. 263. 
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corte arbitral de La Haya que debe dar su fallo en la controversia 
Canevaro, con arreglo a las disposiciones del articulo 87 de la conven- 
cidn para el arreglo pacifico de los conflictos internacionales firmada 
en La Haya en 1907. 


Quiera, sefior ministro, aceptar las seguridades de mi mas alta y 
distinguida consideracion. 
GruLio BoLoGnEsI 


A S. E. el doctor don Metiton F. Porras, ministro de relaciones 
exteriores. 


THE RUSSIAN INDEMNITY CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, November 11, 1912* 


Par un Compromis signé a Constantinople le 22 juillet/4 aotit 1910, 
le Gouvernement Impérial de Russié et le Gouvernement Impérial 
Ottoman sont convenus de soumettre 4 un Tribunal arbitral la dé- 
cision définitive des questions suivantes: 

“T. Oui ou non, le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman est-il tenu de 
payer aux indemnitaires russes des dommages-intéréts a raison des 
dates auxquelles ledit gouvernement a procédé au payement des indem- 
nitiés fixées en exécution de l’article 5 du traité du 27 janvier/8 
février 1879, ainsi que du Protocole de méme date?” 

“TI. En cas de décision affirmative sur la premiére question, quel 
serait le montant de ces dommages-intéréts ?” 

Le Tribunal arbitral a été composé de 

Son Excellence Monsieur Lardy, Docteur en droit, Membre et ancien 
Président de |’Institut de droit international, Envoyé extraordinaire 
et Ministre plénipotentiaire de Suisse a4 Paris, Membre de la Cour 
Permanente d’Arbitrage, Surarbitre ; 

Son Excellence le Baron Michel de Taube, Adjoint du Ministre de 
V’Instruction publique de Russie, Conseiller d’Etat actuel, Docteur en 
droit, associé de |’Institut de droit international, Membre de la Cour 
Permanente d’Arbitrage; 

Monsieur André Mandelstam, Premier Drogman de l’Ambassade 
Impériale de Russie a Constantinople, Conseiller d’Etat, Docteur en 
droit international, associé de l’Institut de droit international ; 

Herante Abro Bey, Licencié en droit, Conseiller légiste de la Sub- 
lime-Porte ; 

et Ahmed Réchid Bey, Licencié en droit, Conseiller légiste de la 
Sublime-Porte ; 

Monsieur Henri Fromageot, Docteur en droit, associé de |’Institut 
de droit international, Avocat a la Cour d’Appel de Paris, a fonc- 
tionné comme Agent de Gouvernement Impérial Russe et a été assisté 
de 

Monsieur Francis Rey, Docteur en droit, Secrétaire de la Commis- 
sion Européenne du Danube, en qualité de Secrétaire; 

Monsieur Edouard Clunet, Avocat a la Cour d’Appel de Paris, 
Membre et ancien Président de 1’Institut de droit international, a 
fonctionné comme Agent du Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman et a 
été assisté de 

Monsieur Ernest Roguin, Professeur de Législation comparée a 
l'Université de Lausanne, Membre de 1’Institut de droit international, 
en qualité de Conseil du Gouvernement Ottoman; 


10Official report, p. 79. 
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Monsieur André Hesse, Docteur en droit, Avocat a la Cour d’Appel 
de Paris, Député, en qualité de Conseil du Gouvernement Ottoman; 

Youssouf Kémal Bey, Professeur a la Faculté de droit de Constan- 
tinople, ancien Député, Directeur de la Mission Ottomane d’études 
juridiques, en qualité de Conseil du Gouvernement Ottoman; 

Monsieur C. Campinchi, Avocat a la Cour d’Appel de Paris, en 
qualité de Secrétaire de l’Agent du Gouvernement Ottoman. 

Le Baron Michiels van Verduynen, Secrétaire général du Bureau in- 
ternational de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage, a fonctionné comme 
Secrétaire général et 

le Jonkheer W. Roell, Premier secrétaire du Bureau international 
de la Cour, a pourvu au Secrétariat. 

Aprés une premiere séance a La Haye le 15 février 1911, pour régler 
certaines questions de procédure, les Mémoire, Contre-Mémoire, Ré- 
plique et Contre-Réplique ont été diiment échangé entre les Parties 
et communiqués aux Arbitres, qui ont respectivement déclaré, ainsi 
que les Agents des Parties, renoncer 4 demander des compléments de 
renseignements. 

Le Tribunal arbitral s’est réuni de nouveau a La Haye les 28, 29, 
30, 31 octobre, 1°, 2, 5 et 6 novembre 1912, 

et aprés avoir entendu les conclusions orales des Agents et Conseils 
des Parties, il a rendu la Sentence suivante: 


QUESTION PREJUDICIELLE 


Vu la demande préjudicielle du Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman 
tendant a faire déclarer la réclamation du Gouvernement Impérial 
Russe non recevable sans examen du fond, le Tribunal 

attendu que le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman base cette demande 
préjudicielle, dans ses conclusions écrites, sur le fait “que, dans toute 
la correspondance diplomatique, ce sont les sujets russes individuelle- 
ment qui, bénéficiant d’une stipulation faite en leurs noms, soit dans 
les Préliminaires de Paix signés 4 San Stéfano le 19 février 3 mars 
1878, soit par l’article 5 du Traité de Constantinople du 27 janvier 8 
février 1879, soit par le Protocole du méme jour, ont été les. créanciers 
directs des sommes capitales 4 eux adjugées, et que leurs titre a cet 
égard ont été constitués par les décisions nominatives prises par la 
Commission ad hoc réunie a |’Ambassade de Russie a Constantinople, 
décisions nominatives qui ont été notifiées a la Sublime-Porte; 

“Que, dans ces circonstances, le Gouvernement Impérial de Russie 
aurait di justifier de la survivance des droits de chaque indemnitaire, 
et de l’individualité des personnes aptes a s’en prévaloir aujourd’hui, 
cela d’autant plus que la cession de certains de ces droits a été com- 
muniquée au Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman” ; 

“Que le Gouvernement Impérial de Russie aurait di agir de méme, 
dans l’hypothése aussi ot |’Etat russe aurait été le créancier direct 
unique des indemnités; cela parce que le dit Gouvernement ne saurait 
méconnaitre son devoir de transmettre aux indemnitaires ou a leurs 
ayants-cause les sommes qu’il pourrait obterir dans le procés actuel 4 
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titre de dommages-intéréts moratoires, les indemnitaires se présentant, 
dans cette supposition, comme les bénéficiaires, si non comme les créan- 
ciers, de la stipulation faite dans leur intérét ; 

“Que cependant, le Gouvernement Impérial de Russie n’a fourni 
aucune justification quant a la personnalité des indemnitaires ou de 
leurs ayants-droit, ni quant a la survivance de leurs prétentions.” 
(Contre-Réplique Ottomane, p. 81 et 82.) 

Attendu que le Gouvernement Impérial de Russie soutient, au con- 
traire, dans ses conclusions écrites, 

“Que la dette stipulée dans le Traité de 1879 n’en est pas moins une 
dette d’Etat a Etat; qu’il n’en saurait étre autrement de la responsa- 
bilité résultant de l’inexécution de la dite dette; qu’en conséquence le 
Gouvernement Impérial Russe est seul qualifié pour en donner quit- 
tance et, par la-méme, pour toucher les sommes destinées a étre 
payées aux indemnitaires; qu’au surplus, le Gouvernement Impérial 
Ottoman ne conteste pas au Gouvernement Impérial Russe la qualité 
de créancier direct de la Sublime-Porte ; 

“Que le Gouvernement Impérial Russe agit en vertu du droit qui 
lui est propre de réclamer des dommages-intéréts en raison de l’inexé- 
cution d’un engagement pris vis-a-vis de lui directement ; 

“QOu’il en justifie pleinement en établissant cette inexécution, qui 
n’est d’ailleur pas contestée, et en apportant son titre, qui est ie 
MraitexdeslS/O0 i acs 

“Que la Sublime-Porte, nantie de la quittance a elle réguliérement 
délivrée par le Gouvernement Impérial Russe, n’a pas a s’immiscer 
dans la répartition des sommes distribuées ou a distribuer par ledit 
Gouvernement entre ses sujets indemnitaires ; que c’est la une question 
d’ordre intérieur, dont le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman n’a pas a 
connaitre” (Réplique Russe, pages 49 et 50). 

Considérant que l’origine de la réclamation remonte a une guerre, 
fait international au premier chef; que la source de |’indemnité est 
non seulement un Traité international mais un Traité de paix et les 
accords ayant pour objet l’exécution de ce Traité de paix; que ce 
traité et ces accords sont intervenus entre la Russie et la Turquie 
réglant entre elles, d’Etat a Etat, comme Puissances publiques ct 
souveraines, une question de droit des gens; que les préliminaires de 
paix ont fait rentrer les 10 millions de roubles attribués a titre de dom- 
mages et intéréts aux sujets russes victimes des opérations de guerre 
en Turquie au nombre des indemnités “que S. M. l’Empereur de Russie 
réclame et que la Sublime-Porte s’est engagée a lui rembourser”; que 
ce caractére de créance d’Etat a Etat a été confirmé par le fait que les 
réclamations devaient étre examinées par une Commission exclusive- 
ment russe; que le Gouvernement Impérial de Russie a conservé la 
haute main sur l’attribution, l’encaissement et la distribution des in- 
demnités, en sa qualité de seul créancier; qu’il importe peu de savoir 
si, en théorie, la Russie a agi en vertu de son droit de protéger ses 
nationaux ou a un autre titre, du moment ott c’est envers le Gouverne- 
ment Impérial Russe seul que la Sublime-Porte a pris ou a subi l’en- 
gagement réclamé d’elle; 
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Considérant que l’exécution des engagements est; entre Etats comme 
entre particuliers, le plus sir commentaire du sens de ces engagements ; 

que, lors d’une tentative de l’administration Ottomane des Finances 
de percevoir, en 1885, sur une quittance donnée par l’Ambassade de 
Russie a Constantinople lors du payement d’un acompte, le timbre 
proportionnel exigé des particuliers par la législation ottomane, la 
Russie a immédiatement protesté et soutenu ‘que la dette était con- 
tractée par le Gouvernement Ottoman vis-a-vis celui de Russie” . . . 
et “non pas une simple créance de particuliers découlant d’un engage- 
ment ou contrat privé” (Note verbale russe du 15/27 mars 1885, 
Mémoire Russe, annexe N°. 19, page 19); que la Sublime-Porte n’a 
pas insisté, et qu’en fait, les deux Parties ont constamment, dans leur 
pratique de plus de quinze ans, agi comme si la Russie était la créan- 
ciére de la Turquie a l’exclusion des indemnitaires privés; 

que la Sublime-Porte a payé sans aucune exception tous les verse- 
ments successifs sur la seule quittance de l’Ambassade de Russie a 
Constantinople agissant pour compte de son Gouvernement; 

que la Sublime-Porte n’a jamais demandé, lors des versements 
d’acomptes, si les bénéficiaires existaient toujours ou quels étaient leurs 
ayants-cause du moment, ni d’aprés quelles normes les acomptes étaient 
répartis entre eux, laissant cette mission au seul Gouvernement Im- 
périal de Russie; 

Considérant que la Sublime-Porte prétend, au fond, dans le litige 
actuel, précisément étre entiérement libérée par les payements qu’elle 
a, en fait, effectués en dehors de toute participation des indemnitaires 
entre les mains du seul Gouvernement Impérial de Russie représenté 
par son ambassade; 

Par ces Motifs: 

Arréte 

la demande préjudicielle est éscartée. 

Statuant ensuite sur le fond le Tribunal arbitral a rendu la Sentence 
suivante : 


J 
En Fait 


Dans le Protocole signé a Andrinople le 19/31 janvier 1878 et qui 
a mis fin par un armistice aux hostilités entre la Russie et la Turquie, 
se trouve la stipulation suivante: 

“5°. La Sublime-Porte s’engage 4 dédommager la Russie des frais 
de la guerre et des pertes qu’elle a di s’imposer. Le mode, soit 
pécuniaire, soit territorial ou autre, de cette indemnité sera réglé 
ultérieurement.” 

L’article 19 des Préliminaires de paix signés 4 San Stefano le 19 
février/3 mars 1878 est ainsi congu: 

“Tes indemnités de guerre et les pertes imposées a la Russie que 
S. M. l’Empereur de Russie réclame et que la Sublime-Porte s’est en- 
gagée a lui rembourser se composent de: a) 900 millions de roubles 
de frais de guerre . . : b) 400 millions de roubles de dommages 
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infligés au littoral méridional . . . c) 100 millions de roubles de 
dommages causés au Caucase . . . d) dix millions de roubles 
de dommages et intéréts aux sujets et institutions russes en Turquie: 
total 1,400 millions de roubles.” 

Et plus loin: “Les dix millions de roubles réclamés comme indemmté 
pour les sujets et institutions russes en Turquie seront payés a mesure 
que les réclamations des intéressés seront examinées par lambassade 
de Russie & Constantinople et transmises a la Sublime-Porte.” 

Au congrés de Berlin, a la séance du 2 juillet 1878, protocole N°. 
11, il fut entendu que les 10 millions de roubles dont il s’agit ne re- 
gardaient pas l’Europe, mais seulement les deux Etats intéressés, et 
qu’ils ne seraient pas insérés dans le traité entre les Puissances repré- 
sentées a Berlin. En conséquence la question fut reprise directement 
entre la Russie et la Turquie, qui stipulérent, dans le traité définitif de 
paix signé a Constantinople le 27 janvier/8 février 1879, la disposition 
suivante: 


Art. V. Les réclamations des sujets et institutions russes en Tur- 
quie a titre d’indemnité pour les dommages subis pendant la guerre 
seront payées a mesure qu’elles seront examinées par l’ambassade 
de Russie a Constantinople et transmises a la Sublime-Port. La 
totalité de ces réclamations ne pourra, en aucun cas, dépasser le 
chiffre de vingt-six millions sept cent cinquante mille francs. Le 
terme d’une année aprés |’échange des ratifications est fixé comme 
date a partir de laquelle les réclamations pourront étre présentées 
a la Sublime-Porte, et celui de deux ans comme date aprés laquelle 
les réclamations ne seront plus admises. 


Le méme jour, 27 janvier/8 février 1879, dans le Protocole de 
signature du traité de paix, le Plénipotentiaire russe prince Lobanow 
déclara que la somme de 26,750,000 francs spécifiée a l’article V: “con- 
stitue un maximum auquel la totalité des réclamations ne pourra 
vraisemblablement jamais atteindre; il ajoute qu’une commission ad 
hoc sera instituée a l’ambassade de Russie pour examiner scruplueuse- 
ment les réclamations qui lui seront présentées, et que, d’aprés les 
instructions de son Gouvernement, un délégué ottoman pourra prendre 
part a l’examen de ces réclamations.” 

Les ratifications du traité de paix out été échangées a Saint-Péters- 
bourg le 9/21 février 1879. 

La commission instituée a l’ambassade de Russie et composée de 
trois fonctionnaires russes commenca aussitdt ses travaux. Le com- 
missaire ottoman s’abstint généralement d’y prendre part. Le mon- 
tant des pertes des sujets russes fut fixé par la commission a 6 millions 
186,543 francs. Elles furent successivement notifiées 4 la Sublime- 
Porte entre le 22 octobre/3 novembre 1880 et le 29 janvier/10 février 
1881; leur montant ne fut pas contesté et l’ambassade de Russie ré- 
clama le payement en méme temps qu’elle transmettait 4 la Sublime- 
Porte les derniéres décisions de la commission. 
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Le 23 septembre 1881, l’ambassade transmet une “pétition” de I’avo- 
cat Rossolato, “mandataire spécial de plusieurs sujets russes” ayant 
a toucher des indemnités, pétition adressée a l’ambassade et mettant le 
Gouvernement Ottoman en demeure de s’entendre avec lui “dans un 
délai de huit jours a partir de la signification, sur le mode de paye- 
ment,” déclarant “le tenir d’ores et déja responsable de tous dom- 
mages-intéréts et notamment des intéréts moratoires.” 

Par convention signée 4 Constantinople le 2/14 mai 1882, les deux 
gouvernements conviennent, art. I*, que l’indemnité de guerre, dont le 
solde avait été fixé a 802,500,000 francs par l’art. IV du traité de paix 
ce 1879 aprés défalcation de la valeur des territoires cédés par la Tur- 
quie, ne porterait pas d’intéréts et serait payée sous forme de cent 
versements annuels de 350,000 livres turques soit environ 8 millions 
de francs. 

Le 19 juin/1* juillet 1884, aucune somme n’ayant été versée pour 
les indemnitaires, l’ambassade “réclame formellement le payement in- 
tégral des indemnités qui ont été adjugées aux sujets russes . . .; 
elle se verra obligée, dans le cas contraire, a leur reconnaitre la faculté 
de prétendre, outre le capital, 4 des intéréts proportionnés au retard 
que subit le réglement de leur créance.” 

Le 19 décembre 1884, la Sublime-Porte verse un premier acompte 
de 50,000 livres turques, soit environ 1,150,000 fr. 

En 1885 se produit l’union de la Bulgarie et de la Roumélie orientale 
et la guerre serbo-bulgare. La Turquie ne paie aucun nouvel acompte. 
Une note de rappel en date de janvier 1886 ayant été sans résultat, 
l’ambassade insiste, le 15/27 février 1887; elle transmet une “pétition” 
qui lui est parvenue d’indemnitaires russes, dans laquelle ils tiennent 
le Gouvernement Ottoman “responsable de ce surcroit de dommages 
qui résulte pour eux du retard apporté au payement de leurs indem- 
nités,” et l’ambassade ajoute: “De nouveaux ajournements obligeraient 
le Gouvernement Impérial a réclamer en faveur de ses nationaux des 
intéréts pour les retards que subit le reglement de leurs créances.” 

Aprés des notes de rappel de juillet et décembre 1887 demeurées 
sans effet, l’ambassade se plaint le 26 janvier/7 février 1888, de ce que 
la Turquie ait payé diverses créances postérieures aux obligations con- 
tractées envers les indemnitaires russes. Elle rappelle que “les arriérés 
se montent a la somme d’environ 215,000 livres turques, un seul verse- 
ment de 50,000 livres turques ayant été fait sur le total de 265,000 
livres turques adjugées”; elle demande donc “d’urgence . .. 
que les sommes dues aux sujets russes soient immédiatement, et avant 
tout autre payement, prélevées sur celles qui seront payées par X 

. .” (un débiteur du Gouvernement Imperial Ottoman). 

Le 22 avril 1889, la Turquie verse un second acompte de 50,000 
livres. 

Le 31 décembre 1890/12 janvier 1891, l’ambassade, constatant qu'il 
a été payé seulement 100,000 livres sur un total de 265,000, écrit a la 
Sublime-Porte que le retard apporté au réglement de cette créance 
fait subir des pertes toujours croissantes aux nationaux russes; elle 
croit donc devoir prier la Sublime-Porte “de provoquer des ordres im- 
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médiats a qui de droit pour que lasomme due . . ._ soit payée 
sans retard, aussi bien que les intéréts légaux au sujet desquels 
[l’ambassade] a eu l’honneur de prévenir la Sublime-Porte par note 
du 15/27 février 1887.” 

En aotit 1891 nouveau rappel. En octobre/novembre 1892, l’am- 
bassade écrit “que cela ne peut durer indéfiniment ainsi”; que “les 
instances des sujets russes deviennent de plus en plus pressantes,” 
que “l’ambassade a le devoir de s’en faire avec énergie |l’interpréte, 
; qu'il s’agit 1a d’une obligation indiscutable et d’un devoir in- 
ternational a remplir . . .,” que “le Gouvernement Ottoman ne 
saurait plus invoquer pour s’y soustraire l’état précaire de ses finances,” 
et conclut en demandant un “prompt et définitif réglement de la 
créance ea: 

Le 2/14 avril 1893, un troisiéme versement de 75,000 livres turques 
est effectué; la Sublime-Porte, en donnant avis de ce payement dés 
le 27 mars, ajoute que, pour le reliquat, la moitié en sera inscrite au 
budget courant et l’autre moitié au budget prochain; “la question ainsi 
réglée met heureusement fin aux incidents auxquels elle avait donné 
lieu.” La Porte espére dés lors que l’ambassade voudra bien, dans ses 
sentiments d’amitié sincére a l’égard de la Turquie, accepter définitive- 
ment le monopole du tumbéki a l’instar des autres Puissances. 

A cette occasion, et en rappelant que le Gouvernement Impérial 
Russe “s’est toujours montré amical et conciliant dans toutes les 
affaires touchant aux intéréts financiers de l’Empire ottoman,” l’am- 
bassade prend acte le 30 du méme mois des dispositions annoncées en 
vue du payement et consent a ce que les Russes faisant en Turquie le 
commerce des tumbéki soient soumis au régime nouvellement créé. 

Un an plus tard, le 23 mai/4 juin 1894, n’ayant regu aucun verse- 
ment nouveau, l’ambassadeur, aprés avoir constaté la non-exécution 
de “l’arrangement” auquel il avait “consenti afin de faciliter au Gou- 
vernement Ottoman l’accomplissement de son obligation,” se déclare 
“placé dans l’impossibilité d’accepter des promesses, des arrangements 
ou des atermoiements ultérieurs,” et “obligé d’insister pour que ia 
totalité du reliquat di aux sujets russes, qui monte @ 91,000 livres 
turques, soit, sans plus de retard, versé a l’ambassade . . . De 
récentes opérations financiéres viennent de mettre a la disposition [de 
la Sublime-Porte] des sommes importantes.” 

Le 27 octobre de la méme année 1894, un versement: de 50,000 livres 
turques est effectué, et la Sublime-Porte écrit, déja le 3 du méme mois, 
a l’ambassade: “Quant au reliquat de 41 mille livres turques, la Banque 
Ottomane en garantira le payement dans le cours de l’exercice pro- 
chain.” 

En 1896, une correspondance est échangée entre la Sublime-Porte 
et l’ambassade sur la question de savoir si les revenus sur lesquels la 
Banque Ottomane devait prélever le reliquat ne sont pas déja engagés 
a la Russie pour le payement de l’indemnité de guerre proprement dite 
cu si la partie de ces revenus supérieure a l’annuité affectée a l’indem- 
nité de guerre ne peut pas étre employée a l’indemnisation des sujets 
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russes victimes des événements de 1877/8. Au cours de cette corre- 
spondance, la Sublime-Porte indique, dans les notes qu’elle adresse a 
Yambassade les 11 février et 28 mai 1896, que le reliquat di s’éléve 
a la somme de 43,978 livres turques. 

De 1895 a 1899, de graves événements survenus en Asie-Mineure 
obligent la Turquie 4 provoquer un moratoire en faveur de la Banque 
Ottomane sur sa demande; I’insurrection des Druses, celle de la Créte 
qui est suivie de la guerre turco-grecque de 1897, des insurrections 
en Macédoine aménent a diverses reprises la Turquie 4 mobiliser des 
troupes et méme des armées. 

Pendant trois ans, aucune correspondance n’est. échangée, et, 
lorsqu’elle reprend, la Sublime-Porte indique de nouveau le chiffre 
de 43,978 livres turques, comme le montant du reliquat des indemnités, 
dans les notes qu’elle adresse a l’ambassade les 19 juillet 1899 et 5 
juillet 1900. A son tour, l’ambassade, dans ses notes de 25 avril/8 
mai 1900 et 3/16 mars 1901, indique le méme chiffre mais se plaint de 
ce que les ordres donnés dans diverses provinces “pour le payement 
des 43,978 livres turques, montant du reliquat de l’indemnité due aux 
sujets russes,” n’ont pas €té suivis d’effet, et de ce que la Banque 
Ottomane n’a rien versé; elle prie instamment la Sublime-Porte de 
vouloir bien donner a qui de droit des ordres catégoriques pour le 
payement, sans plus de retard, des sommes susmentionnées.” 

Aprés qu’en mai 1901 la Sublime-Porte eut annoncé que le Départe- 
ment des Finances avait été invité a régler dans le courant du mois le 
reliquat de l’indemnité, la Banque Ottomane avisait enfin, les 24 février 
et 26 mai 1902, l’ambassade de Russie qu’elle avait recu et tenait a la 
disposition de l’ambassade 42,438 livres turques sur le reliquat de 
43,978 livres. 

L’ambassade, en accusant deux mois plus tard réception de cet envoi 
a la Sublime-Porte le 23 juin/6 juillet 1902, faisait observer “que le 
Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman a mis plus de vingt ans pour s’ac- 
quitter, et imparfaitement encore, d’une dette dont le réglement im- 
médiat s’imposait a tous les points de vue, un solde de 1,539 livres 
turques restant toujours impayé. Se référant, par conséquent, a ses 
notes des 23 septembre 1881, 15/27 février 1887 et 31 décembre 1890/ 
12 janvier 1891 au sujet des intéréts a courir sur la dite créance, restée si 
longtemps en souffrance”’ l’ambassade transmet une requéte par laquelle 
les indemnitaires réclament, en substance, des intéréts composés 4 
12% depuis le 1° janvier 1881 jusqu’au 15 mars 1887, et 4 9% depuis 
cette date, a laquelle le taux de l’intérét légal a été abaissé par une loi 
ottomane. La somme réclamée par les signataires s’élevait a une 
vingtaine de millions de francs au printemps de 1902 pour un capital 
primitif de 6,200,000 francs environ. La note se terminait comme 
suit: “L’ambassade impériale se plait a croire que la Sublime-Porte 
n’hésitera pas a reconnaitre en principe le bien fondé de la réclama- 
tion exposée dans cette requéte; dans le cas pourtant ot la Sublime- 
Porte trouverait des objections 4 soulever contre le montant de la 
somme réclamée par les sujets russes, l’ambassade impériale ne verrait 
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pas d’inconvénients a déférer l’examen des détails 4 une commission 
composée de délégués Russes et Ottomans.” 

La Sublime-Porte répond le 17 de ce méme mois de juillet 1902 que 
Vart. V du Traité de paix de 1879 et le protocole de méme date ne 
stipulent pas d’intéréts et qu’a la lumiére des négociations diploma- 
tiques qui ont eu lieu a ce sujet, elle était loin de s’attendre a voir 
formuler au dernier moment de la part des indemnitaires de telles 
demandes, dont l’effet serait de rouvrir une question qui se trouvait 
heureusement terminée. L’ambassade réplique le 3/16 février 1903 
en insistant “sur le payement des dommages-intéréts réclamés par ses 
ressortissants. I] n’y a que le montant de ces dommages qui pourrait 
faire l’objet d’une enquéte.”—Sur une note de rappel en date du 2/15 
aotit 1903, la Sublime-Porte répond le 4 mai 1904 en maintenant sa 
maniére de voir et en se déclarant toutefois disposée a déférer la ques- 
tion a un arbitrage 4 La Haye dans le cas ot I’on insisterait sur la 
réclamation. 

Au bout de quatre ans, l’ambassade accepte cette suggestion par 
note du 19 mars/1* avril 1908. 

Le compromis d’arbitrage a été signé a Constantinople le 22 juillet/4 
aout 1910. 

Quant au petit solde de 1,539 livres turques, il avait été mis par la 
Banque Ottomane en décembre 1902 a la disposition de l’ambassade 
de Russie qui l’a refusé et il demeure consigné a la disposition de 
l’ambassade. 


II 
En Droit 


1. Le Gouvernement Impérial de Russie base sa demande sur “la 
responsabilité des Etats pour inexécution de dettes pécuniaires” ; cette 
responsabilité implique, selon lui, “obligation de payer des dom- 
mages-intéréts et spécialement les intéréts des sommes indiment re- 
tenues”; “l’obligation de payer des intéréts moratoires” est “la mani- 
festation pratique, en matiére de dettes d’argent,” de la responsabilité 
des Etats (Réplique Russe, pp. 27 et 51). “La méconnaissance de ces 
principes serait aussi contraire a la notion méme du droit des gens que 
dangereuse pour la sécurité des relations pacifiques; en effet, en dé- 
clarant l’Etat débiteur irresponsable du délai qu’il inflige a son créan- 
cier, on lui reconnaitrait, par la méme, la liberté de n’écouter que son 
caprice pour s’exécuter; . . . on obligerait, d’autre part, l’Etat 
créancier a recourir a la violence contre une semblable prétention 
. et a ne rien attendre d’un prétendu droit des gens manifeste- 
ment incapable d’assurer le respect de la parole donnée” (Mémoire 
Russe, p. 29). 

En d’autres termes, et toujours dans l’opinion du Gouvernement 
Impérial de Russie, “il ne s’agit nullement ici d’intéréts conventionnels, 
c’est-a-dire nés d’une stipulation particuliére . . .” mais “‘’obli- 
gation incombant au Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman de payer des 
intéréts moratoires est née du retard a exécuter, e’est-d-dire de ’in- 
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exécution partielle du Traité de paix; cette obligation est bien née, il 
est vrai, a l’occasion du traité de 1879, mais elle provient ex post facto 
d'une cause nouvelle et accidentelle, qui est la faute de la Sublime- 
Porte a remplir ses engagements comme elle s’y était obligée.” (Mé- 
moire Russe, p. 29; Réplique Russe, pp. 22 et 27.) 

2. Le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman, tout en admettant en termes 
explicites le principe général de la responsabilité des Etats a raison de 
l’inexécution de leurs engagements (Contre-Réplique, p. 29, No. 286 
Note et p. 52, No. 358), soutient, au contraire, qu’en droit international 
public, des intéréts moratoires n’existent pas “‘sans stipulation ex- 
presse’ (Contre-Mémoire Ottoman, p. 31, No. 83, et p. 34, No. 95); 
qu’un Etat “n’est pas un débiteur comme un autre” (Ibidem, p. 33, 
No. 90), et que, sans songer a soutenir “qu’aucune régle observable 
entre particuliers ne puisse étre appliquée entre Etats” (Contre-Ré- 
plique Ottomane, p. 26, No. 275), on doit tenir compte de la situation 
sui generis de Etat puissance publique; que diverses législation (par 
exemple la loi francaise de 1831 qui institue une prescription extinctive 
de cinq ans pour les dettes de 1’Etat, le droit romain qui pose le prin- 
cipe “Fiscus ex suis contractibus usuras non dat,’ Lex 17, paragr. 5, 
Digeste 22, 1) reconnaissent a l’Etat débiteur une situation privilégiée 
(Contre-Mémoire Ottoman, p. 33, No. 92) ; qu’en admettant contre un 
Etat une obligation implicite, non expressément stipulée, en étendant 
part exemple a un Etat débiteur les régles de la mise en demeure et 
ses effets en droit privé, on rendrait cet Etat “débiteur dans une mesure 
plus forte qu’il ne l’aurait voulu, risquerait de compromettre la vie 
politique de l’Etat, de nuire a ses intéréts primordiaux, de bouleverser 
son budget, de l’empécher de se défendre contre une insurrection ou 
contre l’étranger.” (Contre-Mémoire Ottoman, p. 33, No. 91.) 

Eventuellement et pour le cas ot une responsabilité devrait lui in- 
comber, le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman conclut a ce que cette 
responsabilité consiste uniquement en intéréts moratoires et cela seule- 
ment a partir d’une mise en demeure reconnue réguliére. (Contre- 
Réplique Ottomane, pp. 71 et suivantes, Nos. 410 et suivants.) 

Il oppose en outre les exceptions de la chose jugée, de la force 
majeure, du caractére de libéralité des indemnités, et de la renoncia- 
tion tacite ou expresse de la Russie au bénéfice de la mise en demeure. 

3. Les rapports de droit qui font l’objet du présent litige étant in- 
tervenus entre Etats Puissances publiques sujets du droit international 
et ces rapports rentrant dans le domaine du droit public, le droit appli- 
cable est le droit international public soit droit des gens et les Parties 
sont avec raison d’accord sur ce point. (Mémoire Russe, p. 32; Con- 
tre-Mémoire Ottoman, numéros 47 a 54, p. 18-20; Réplique Russe, p. 
18; Contre-Réplique Ottomane, p. 17, numéros 244 et 245.) 

4. La demande du Gouvernement Impérial de Russie est fondée sur 
le principe général de la responsabilité des Etats, a ’appui duquel il a 
invoqué un grand nombre de sentences arbitrales. 

La Sublime-Porte, sans contester ce principe général, prétend échap- 
per a son application en affirmant le droit des Etats a une situation ex- 
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ceptionnelle et privilégiée dans le cas spécial de la responsabilité en 
matiére de dettes d’argent. 

Elle déclare inopérants la plupart des précédents arbitraux in- 
voqués, comme ne s’appliquant pas a cette catégorie spéciale. 

Le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman fait observer, a l’appui de sa 
maniére de voir, qu’en doctrine, on distingue des responsabilités di- 
verses selon leur origine et selon leur étendue. Ces nuances se rat- 
tachent surtout a la théorie des responsabilités en Droit romain et dans 
les législations inspirées du Droit romain. Les Mémoires Ottomans 
rappellent les distinctions suivantes dont quelques-unes sont classiques : 
Les responsabilités sont d’abord divisées en deux catégories, suivant 
qu’elles ont pour cause un délit ou quasi-délit (responsabilité délic- 
tuelle) ou un contrat (responsabilité contractuelle)—Parmi les re- 
sponsabilités contractuelles, on distingue encore suivant qu’il s’agit 
d’obligations ayant pour objet une prestation quelconque autre qu’une 
somme d’argent ou suivant qu’il s’agit de prestations d’un caractére 
exclusivement pécuniaire, d’une dette d’argent proprement dite. Ces 
diverses catégories de responsabilités ne sont pas appréciées en droit 
civil d’une maniére absolument identique, les circonstances nécessaires 
a la naissance de la responsabilité ainsi que ces conséquences étant 
variables.—Tandis qu’en matiére de responsabilités délictuelles aucune 
formalité quelconque n’est nécessaire, en matiére contractuelle il faut 
toujours une mise en demeure. Tandis qu’en matiére d’obligations 
ayant pour objet une prestation autre qu’une somme d’argent comme 
d’ailleurs en matiére délictuelle, la réparation du dommage est compléte 
(lucrum cessans et damnum emergens), cette réparation, en matiére de 
dettes d’argent, est restreinte forfaitairement aux intéréts de la somme 
due, lesquels ne courront qu’a partir de la mise en demeure. Les 
dommages-intéréts sont appelés compensatoires quand ils sont la com- 
pensation du dommage résultant d’un délit ou de l’inexécution d’une 
obligation. Ils sont appelés dommages-intéréts moratoires, bien quils 
représentent encore une compensation, lorsqu’ils sont la conséquence 
d’un retard dans l’exécution d’une obligation——Les auteurs enfin ap- 
pellent intéréts moratoires les intéréts forfaitairements alloués en cas 
de retard dans le payement de dettes d’argent, les distinguant ainsi 
dautres intéréts ajoutés, parfois, pour fixer le montant total d’une 
indemnité, a l’évaluation en argent d’un dommage, ces derniers étant 
appelés intéréts compensatoires. sag 

Ces distinctions du droit civil s’expliquent: En matiére de respon- 
sabilité contractuelle en effet, on est en droit d’exiger d’un co-contrac- 
tant une diligence dont la victime d’un délit imprévu ne saurait étre 
tenue.—En matiére de dettes d’argent, la difficulté d’évaluer les con- 
séquences de la demeure explique qu’on ait fixé forfaitairement le 
montant du dommage. 

La thése du Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman consiste a soutenir 
qu’en droit international public, la responsabilité spéciale consistant 
au payement d’intéréts moratoires en cas de retard dans le réglement 
dune dette d’argent liquide n’existe pas pour un Etat débiteur.. La 
Sublime-Porte ne conteste pas la responsabilité des Etats s’il s’agit de 


THE RUSSIAN INDEMNITY CASE 543 


dommages-intéréts compensatoires, ni des intéréts pouvant rentrer dans 
le calcul de ces dommages-intéréts compensatoires. La responsabilité 
que la Sublime-Porte décline, c’est celle pouvant résulter, sous forme 
d’intéréts de retard ou moratoires au sens restreint, du retard dans 
l’exécution d’une obligation pécuniaire. 

Il importe de rechercher si ces dénominations variées, ces appella- 
tions créées par les commentateurs, correspondent a des différences in- 
trinséques dans la nature méme du droit, a des différences dans 1’es- 
sence juridique de la notion de responsabilité—Le tribunal est d’avis 
que tous les dommages-intéréts sont toujours la réparation, la com- 
pensation d’une faute. A ce point de vue, tous les dommages-intéréts 
sont compensatoires, peu importe le nom qu’on leur donne. Les in- 
téréts forfaitaires alloués au créancier d’une somme d’argent a partir 
de la mise en demeure sont la compensation forfaitaire de la faute du 
débiteur en retard exactement comme les dommages-intéréts ou les 
intéréts alloués en cas de délit, de quasi-délit ou d’inexécution d’une 
obligation de faire, sont la compensation du préjudice subi par le créan- 
cier, la représentation en argent de la responsabilité du débiteur fautif, 
—Exagérer les conséquences des distinctions faites en droit civil dans 
la responsabilité se légitimerait d’autant moins qu’il se dessine, dans 
plusieurs législations récentes, une tendance a atténuer ou a supprimer 
les adoucissements apportés par le Droit romain et ses dérivés a la re- 
sponsabilité en matiére de dettes d’argent.—Il est certain en effet que 
toutes les fautes, quelle qu’en soit l’origine, finissent par étre évaluées 
en argent et transformées en obligation de payer; elles aboutissent 
toutes, ou peuvent aboutir, en derniére analyse, a une dette d’argent. 
—Il n’est donc pas possible au tribunal d’apercevoir des différences 
essentielles entre les diverses responsabilités. Identiques dans leur 
origine, la faute, elles sont les mémes dans leurs conséquences, la 
réparation en argent.- 

Le Tribunal est donc de l’avis que le principe général de la respon- 
sabilité des Etats implique une responsabilité spéciale en matiére de 
retard dans le payement d’une dette d’argent, 4 moins d’établir l’exis- 
tence d’une coutume internationale contraire. 

Le Gouvernement Impérial de Russie et la Sublime-Porte ont ap- 
porté au débat une série de sentences arbitrales qui ont admis, affirmé 
et consacré le principe de la responsabilité des Etats. La Sublime- 
Porte considére comme inopérantes la presque totalité de ces sentences 
et élimine méme celles dans lesquelles l’arbitre a expressément alloué 
l’intérét de sommes d’argent. Le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman est 
d’avis qu’il s’agit 14 d’intéréts compensatoires et il les écarte comme 
sans application dans le litige actuel. Le Tribunal, pour les motifs in- 
diqués plus haut, est au contraire de l’avis qu’il n’existe pas de raisons 
pour ne pas s’inspirer de la grande analogie qui existe entre les diverses 
formes de la responsabilité; cette analogie apparait comme particuliére- 
ment étroite entre les intéréts dits moratoires et les imtéréts dits com- 
pensatoires; l’analogie parait compléte entre allocation d’intéréts a 
partir d’une certaine date a l’occasion de !’évaluation de la responsa- 
bilité en capital, et l’allocation d’intéréts sur un capital fixé par conven- 
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tion et demeuré impayé par un débiteur en faute. La seule différence 
est que, dans un des cas, les intéréts sont alloués par le juge puisque 
la dette n’était pas exigible et que dans l’autre te montant de la dette 
était fixé par convention et que les intéréts deviennent exigibles auto- 
matiquement en cas de mise en demeure. 

Pour infirmer cette analogie trés étroite, il faudrait que la Sublime- 
Porte pit établir existence d’une coutume, de précédents d’aprés 
lesquels des intéréts moratoires au sens restreint du mot auraient été 
refusés en tant qwintéréts moratoires, V’existence d’une coutume dé- 
rogeant, en matiére de dette pécuniaire, aux régles générales de la re- 
sponsabilité.—Le Tribunal est d’avis que cette preuve, non seulement 
n'a pas été faite, mais que le Gouvernement Impérial Russe a pu se 
prévaloir, au contraire, de plusieurs sentences arbitrales dans lesquelles 
des intéréts moratoires ont été, parfois il est vrai avec des nuances et 
dans une mesure discutables, alloués a des Etats (Mexique-V énézuela, 
2 octobre 1903, Mémoire Russe, p. 28 et note 5; Contre-Mémoire Otto- 
man, p. 38, N°. 107; Colombie-Italie, 9 avril 1904, Réplique Russe, p. 
28 et note 7; Contre-Réplique Ottomane, p. 58, N°. 368; Etats-Ums- 
Choctaws, Réplique Russe, p. 29; Contre-Réplique Ottomane, p. 59, 
N°. 369. Etats-Unis-V énézuela, 5 décembre 1885, Réplique Russe, p. 
28 et note 5). Il y a lieu d’ajouter a ces cas la sentence rendue le 2 
juillet 1881 par S. M. ’Empereur d’Autriche dans l’affaire de la Mos- 
quitia, en ce sens que l’arbitre n’a nullement refusé des intéréts mora- 
toires comme tels, mais a simplement prononcé que l’allocation du 
capital ayant le caractére d’une libéralité, cela excluait, dans la pensée 
de l’arbitre, des intéréts de retard (Réplique Russe, p. 28, note 4; 
Contre-Réplique Ottomane, p. 55, N°. 365, note). 

Il reste a examiner si la Sublime-Porte est fondée a soutenir qu’un 
Etat n’est pas un débiteur comme un autre, qu’il ne peut étre “débiteur 
dans une mesure plus forte qu’il ne l’aurait voulu,” et qu’en lui im- 
posant des obligations qu’il n’a pas stipulées, par exemple les respon- 
sabilités d’un débiteur privé, on risquerait de compromettre ses finances 
et méme son existence politique. 

Dés l’instant ot! le Tribunal a admis que les diverses responsabilités 
des Etats ne se distinguent pas les unes des autres par des différences 
essentielles, que toutes se résolvent ou peuvent finir pas se résoudre 
dans le payement d’une somme d'argent, et que la coutume interna- 
tionale et les précédents concordent avec ces principes, il faut en con- 
clure que la responsabilité des Etats ne saurait étre niée ou admise 
qu’entiérement et non pour partie; il ne serait dés lors pas possible au 
tribunal de la déclarer inapplicable en matiére de dettes d’argent sans 
étendre cette inapplicabilité 4 toutes les autres catégories de responsa- 
bilités. 

Si un Etat est condamné a des dommages-intéréts compensatoires 
d’un délit ou de l’inexécution d’une obligation, il est, encore plus que 
dans le cas de retard dans le payement d’une dette d’argent conven- 
tionnelle, débiteur dans une mesure qu’il n’aurait pas stipulée volon- 
tairement—Quant aux conséquences de ces responsabilités pour les 
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finances de l’Etat débiteur, elles peuvent étre au moins aussi graves, 
sinon davantage, s’il s’agit des dommages-intéréts appelés compensa- 
toires par la Sublime-Porte, que s’il s’agit des simples intéréts mora- 
toires au sens restreint du mot. Pour peu d’ailleurs que la responsa- 
bilité mette en péril l’existence de I’Etat, elle constituerait un cas de 
force majeure qui pourrait étre invoqué en droit international public 
aussi bien que par un débiteur privé. 

Le Tribunal est donc d’avis que la Sublime-Porte, qui a accepté 
explicitement le principe de la responsabilité des Etats, n’est pas fondée 
a demander une exception a cette responsabilité en matiére de dettes 
d’argent, en invoquant sa qualité de Puissance publique et les consé- 
quences politiques et financiéres de cette responsabilité. 

5. Pour établir en quoi consiste cette responsabilité spéciale incom- 
bant a l’Etat débiteur d’une dette conventionnelle liquide et exigible, 
il convient maintenant de rechercher, en procédant par analogie comme 
l’ont fait les sentences arbitrales invoquées, les principes généraux de 
droit public et privé en cette matiére, tant au point de vue de l’étendue 
de cette responsabilité qu’a celui des exceptions opposables. 

Les législations privées des Etats faisant partie du concert européen 
admettent toutes, comme le faisait autrefois le Droit romain, l’obliga- 
tion de payer au moins des intéréts de retard a titre d’indemnité for- 
faitaire lorsqu’il s’agit de l’inexécution d’une obligation consistant dans 
le payement d’une somme d’argent fixée conventionnellement, liquide 
et exigible, et cela au moins a partir de la mise en demeure du dé- 
biteur.—Quelques législations vont plus loin et considérent que le dé- 
biteur est déja en demeure dés la date de l’échéance ou encore admet- 
tent la réparation complete des dommages au lieu des simples intéréts 
forfaitaires. 

Si la plupart des législations ont, a l’exemple du Droit romain, exigé 
une mise en demeure expresse, c’est que le créancier est en faute de 
son coté par manque de diligence tant qu’il ne réclame pas le paye- 
ment d’une somme liquide et exigible. 

Le Gouvernement Impérial Russe (Mémoire, p. 32) admet lui-méme, 
en faveur de la nécessité d’une mise en demeure, qu’en équité, il peut 
convenir “de ne pas. prendre par surprise un Etat débiteur passible 
d’intéréts moratoires, alors qu’aucun avertissement ne l’a rappelé a 
Vobservation de ses engagements.” Les auteurs (p. ex. Heffter, Droit 
international de Europe, paragr. 94), font observer que, lors de 
“Yexécution d’un traité public, il faut procéder avec modération et avec 
équité, d’aprés la maxime qu’on doit traiter les autres comme on 
voudrait étre traité soi-méme. II faut, en conséquence, accorder des 
délais convenables, afin que la partie obligée subisse le moins de pré- 
judice possible. L’obligé peut attendre la mise en demeure du créan- 
cier avant d’étre responable du retard, s’il ne s’agit pas de prestations 
dont l’exécution est rattachée d’une maniére expresse a une époque 
déterminée.” Voir aussi Merignhac Traité de arbitrage international, 


Paris, 1895, p. 290. ; 
D’assez nombreuses sentences arbitrales internationales ont admis, 
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méme lorsqu’il s’agissait de dommages-intéréts moratoires, qu'il n’y 
avait pas lieu de les faire courir toujours dés la date du fait dommage- 
able (Etats-Unis contre Vénézuela, Orinoco, sentence de la Haye du 
25 octobre 1910 protocoles, p. 59, Etats-Unis contre Chilt, 15 mai 1863, 
sentence de S. M. le Roi des Belges Léopold I, Lafontaine, Pasicrisie, 
p. 36, colonne 2 et p. 37, colonne 1, Allemagne contre Vénézuela, Ar- 
rangement du 7 mai 1903, Ralston & Doyle, Venezuelan Arbitrations, 
Washington, 1904, p. 520 a 523, Etats-Unis contre Vénéguela, 5 dé- 
cembre 1885, Moore, Digest of International Arbitrations, p. 3545 et p. 
3567, Vol. 4, etc., etc.). 

Il n’y a donc pas lieu, et il serait contraire a l’équité de présumer 
une responsabilité de l’Etat débiteur plus rigoureuse que celle imposée 
au débiteur privé dans un grand nombre de législations européennes. 
L’équité exige, comme l’indique la doctrine, et comme le Gouverne- 
ment Impérial Russe l’admet lui-méme, qu’il y ait eu avertissement, 
mise en demeure adressée au débiteur d’une somme ne portant pas 
d’intéréts. Les mémes motifs réclament que la mise en demeure men- 
tionne expressément les intéréts, et concourent a faire écarter une 
responsabilité dépassant les simples intéréts forfaitaires. 

Il résulte de la correspondance produite que le Gouvernement Im- 
périal Russe a expressément et en termes absolument catégoriques, 
réclamé de la Sublime-Porte le payement du capital et “des intéréts” 
par note de son ambassade a Constantinople en date du 31 décembre 
1890/12 janvier 1891. Entre Etats, la voie diplomatique constitue le 
mode de communication normal et régulier pour leurs relations de 
droit international public; cette mise en demeure est donc réguliére en 
la forme. 

Le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman doit donc étre tenu pour re- 
sponsable des intéréts de retard a partir de la réception de cette mise 
en demeure. 

Le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman invoque, pour le cas ot une 
responsabilité lui serait imposée, diverses exceptions dont il rest a 
examiner la portée: 

6. L’exception de la force majeure, invoquée en premiére ligne, est 
opposable en droit international public aussi bien qu’en droit privé; 
le droit international doit s’adapter aux nécessités politiques. Le 
Gouvernement Impérial Russe admet expressément (Réplique Russe, 
p. 33 et note 2) que l’obligation pour un Etat d’exécuter les traités 
peut fléchir “si existence méme de |’Etat vient a étre en danger, si 
lobservation du devoir international est . . ._ self destructive.” 

Il est incontestable que la Sublime-Porte prouve, a l’appui de l’ex- 
ception de la force majeure (Contre-Mémoire Ottoman, p. 43, Nos. 
119 4 128, Contre-Réplique Ottomane, p. 64, Nos. 382 a 398 et p. 
87) que la Turquie s’est trouvée de 1881 a 1902 aux prises avec des 
difficultés financiéres de la plus extréme gravité, cumulées avec des 
événements intérieurs et extérieurs (insurrections, guerres) qui l’ont 
obligée a donner des affectations spéciales 4 un grand nombre de ses 
revenus, a subir un contrdle étranger d’une partie de ses finances, a 
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accorder méme un moratoire 4 la Banque Ottomane, et, en général, a 
ne pouvoir faire face 4 ses engagements qu’avec des retards ou des 
lacunes et cela au prix de grands sacrifices. Mais il est avéré, d’autre 
part, que, pendant cette méme période et notamment a la suite de la 
création de la Banque Ottomane, la Turquie a pu contracter des em- 
prunts a des taux favorables, en convertir d’autres, et finalement amor- 
tir une partie importante, évaluée 4 350 millions de francs, de sa dette 
publique (Réplique Russe, p. 37). Il serait manifestement exagéré 
d’admettre que le payement (ou la conclusion d’un emprunt pour le 
payement) de la somme relativement minime d’environ six millions de 
francs du aux indemnitaires russes aurait mis en péril l’existence de 
l’Empire Ottoman ou gravement compromis sa situation intérieure 
ou extérieure. L’exception de la force majeure ne saurait donc étre 
accuetlie. 

7. La Sublime-Porte soutient ensuite “que la reconnaissance d’une 
créance de capital au profit des indemnitaires russes constituait une 
libéralité convenue dans leur intérét entre les deux Gouvernements” 
(Contre-Réplique, No. 153, p. 19; No. 331, p. 44; No. 365, p. 55, et 
conclusions, p. 87)—Elle fait observer que le Code civil allemand, 
paragraphe 522, le Droit commun germanique, la jurisprudence 
autrichienne et le Droit romain invoqué a titre supplétoire (Loi 16 
praemium, Digeste 22, 1) interdisent de frapper d’intéréts moratoires 
la donation.—Elle invoque surtout la sentence arbitrale rendue le 2 
juillet 1881 par S. M. ?Empereur d’Autriche dans l’affaire de la Mos- 
quitia entre la Grande-Bretagne et le Nicaragua. 

Dans cette affaire, la Grande-Bretagne avait renoncé, par un traité 
de 1860, au protectorat sur la Mosquitia et a la ville de Grey Town 
(San Juan del Norte) et reconnu sur la Mosquitia la souveraineté du 
Nicaragua en stipulant que cette République payerait pendant dix ans 
au chef des Mosquitos, pour lui faciliter l’établissement du self-govern- 
ment dans ses territoires, une rente de 5,000 dollars qui ne tarda pas 
a demeurer impayée. Le chef des Mosquitos bénéficiait donc, dans la 
pensée de l’arbitre, d’une véritable libéralité, réclamée en sa faveur du — 
Nicaragua par la Grande-Bretagne, qui, elle, avait fait des sacrifices 
politiques en renoncant a son protectorat et au port de Grey Town=- 
Dans l’opinion du Tribunal, les indemnitaires russes, eux, ont subi des 
dommages, ont été victimes de faits de guerre; la Turquie s’est en- 
gagée 4 rembourser le montant de ces dommages 4 toutes les victimes 
russes qui auraient fait évaluer leur préjudice par la commission insti- 
tuée auprés de l’ambassade de Russie 4 Constantinople. Les décisions 
de cette commission n’ont pas été contestées et le Tribunal arbitral n’a 
pas a les reviser ni a apprécier si elles ont ou non été trop généreuses. 
Si ’'indemnisation par la Turquie des Russes victimes des opérations 
de guerre n’était pas obligatoire en droit des gens commun, elle n’a 
rien de contraire a celui-ce et peut étre considérée comme la transfor- 
mation en obligation juridique d’un devoir moral par un traité de paix 
dans des conditions analogues 4 une indemnité de guerre proprement 
dite—Dans toute la correspondance diplomatique échangée depuis 
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{rente ans cur cette affaire, les Russes victimes des opérations de guerre 
ont toujours été considérés par les deux parties signataires des accords 
de 1878/1879 comme des indemnitaires et non comme des donataires. 
Enfin, la Turquie a regu la contre-partie de sa prétendue libéralité dans 
le fait de la cessation des hostilités (Réplique Russe, p. 50, paragr. 
2). Il west donc pas possible d’admettre Vexistence d'une libérahté 
et encote moins une donation, et il devient, par suite, superflu de re- 
chercher si, en droit international public, les donateurs doivent bénéfi- 
cier de l’exemption d’intéréts moratoires établie a leur profit par cer- 
taines législations privées. 

8. La Sublime-Porte invoque exception de la chose jugée, en s’ap- 
puyant sur le fait que trois indemnitaires ont demandé a la commission 
instituée auprés de l’ambassade de Russie a Constantinople des intéréts 
jusqu’a parfait payement, que la commission a écarté leur requéte et 
que cette solution négative serait encore plus certainement intervenue 
a l’égard des autres indemnitaires qui n’ont pas réclamé de semblables 
intéréts. (Contre-Réplique Ottomane, p. 86). 

Cette exception ne saurait étre accuetllie parce que, méme en admet- 
tant que la commission de Constantinople puisse étre considérée comme 
un tribunal, la question actuellement pendante est celle de savoir si des 
dommages-intéréts sont dus, a posteriori a raison des dates auxquelles 
ont été payées les indemnités évaluées en 1879/81 par la Commission ; 
or celle-ci n’a pas jugé et n’a pu juger cette question. 

9. La Sublime-Porte invoque, comme derniére exception, le fait 
“qu'il a été entendu, tacitement et méme expressément, pendant tout le 
cours des onze ou douze derniéres années de correspondances diplo- 
matiques, que la Russie ne réclamait pas d’intéréts ni de dommages- 
intéréts d’aucune sorte qui auraient été a la charge de l’Empire Otto- 
man” et “que le Gouvernement Impérial de Russie, une fois le capital 
intégralement mis a sa disposition, ne pouvait pas valablement revenir 
d’une fagon unilatérale sur l’entente convenue de sa part” (Contre- 
Réplique Ottomane, pp. 89-91). 

Le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman fait observer avec raison que 
si la Russie a fait parvenir a Constantinople, par la voie diplomatique, 
le 31 décembre 1890/12 janvier 1891, une mise en demeure réguliére 
d’voir a payer le capital et les intéréts, il résulte, d’autre part, de la 
correspondance subséquente, qu’a l’occasion du payement des acomptes, 
aucune réserve d’intéréts n’a figuré dans les recus délivrés par l’ambas- 
sade, et que celle-ci n’a jamais imputé les sommes recues sut les intéréts. 
Il en résulte aussi que les Parties ont non seulement ébauché des com- 
binaisons pour arriver au payement, mais se sont abstenues de faire 
mention des intéréts pendant dix ans environ. II en résulte surtout 
que les deux Gouvernements ont interprété de facon identique le terme 
de reliquat de l’indemnité; que ce terme, employé pour la premiére 
fois par le Ministére Ottoman des Affaires Etrangéres dans une com- 
munication du 27 mars 1893, revient fréquemment dans la suite; 
que les deux Gouvernements ont visé constamment par le mot reliquat 
les fractions du capital restant di 4 la date des notes échangées, ce 
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qui laisse de cété les intéréts moratoires; que l’ambassadeur de Russie 
a Constantinople a écrit le 23 mai/4 juin 1894: “Je suis obligé d’in- 
sister pour que la totalité du reliquat di aux sujets russes, qui monte 
a 91,000 livres turques, soit, sans plus de retard, versé a l’ambassade, 
afin de faire droit aux justes plaintes et réclamations des intéressés 
J et mettre ainsi réellement, selon l’expression de Votre Ex- 
cellence, fin aux incidents auxquels elle avait donné lieu”; que cette 
somme de 91,000 livres turques était exactement celle qui demeurait 
alors due sur le capital et qu’ainsi les intéréts moratoires ont été laissés 
de cété;—que le 3 octobre de la méme année 1894, ia Turquie, sur le 
point de payer un acompte de 50,000 livres, a annoncé a 1l’ambassade, 
sans rencontrer d’objections, que la Banque Ottomane “garantira le 
payement du reliquat de 41,000 livres turques”’ ;—que le 13/25 janvier 
1896, ’ambassade a repris le méme terme de reliquat de l’indemnité 
tout en protestant contre l’affectation par la Turquie a la Banque Otto- 
mane, de délégations sur des revenus déja engagés au Gouvernement 
Impérial Russe pour le payement de l’indemnité de guerre ;—que, le 
11 février de cette méme année 1896, a l’occasion de la discussion des 
ressources a fournir a la Banque Ottomane, la Sublime-Porte a men- 
tionné, dans une note adressée a l’ambassade, “les 43,978 livres turques 
représentant le reliquat de lindemmté’;—que, quelques jours plus 
tard, le 10/22 février, l’ambassade a répondu en se servant des mémes 
mots “solde” ou “reliquat de Vlindemmité,’ et, que le 28 mai, 
le Ministére Ottoman des Affaires Etrangéres a mentionné 
derechef, “la somme de 43,978 livres turques représentant ledit reli- 
quat” ;—qu’il en a été de méme dans une note de |’ambassade datée du 
25 avril/8 mai 1900, bien qu’il se fut écoulé prés de quatre ans entre 
ces communications et celles de 1896 et qu’un rappel de la question 
des intéréts s’imposat en quelque sorte aprés un aussi long délai; que 
cette méme expression “reliquat de l’indemnité” figure dans une note 
de la Sublime-Porte du 5 juillet 1900;—qu’enfin, le 3/16 mars 1901, 
l’Ambassade de Russie, aprés avoir constaté que la Banque Ottomane 
n’a pas fait de nouveaux versements “pour le payement des 43,978 
livres turques, montant du reliquat de lindemmité due aux sujets 
russes,” a demandé l’envoi a qui de droit d’ordres “catégoriques pour 
le payement sans plus de retard des sommes susmentionnées” ;—que ce 
reliquat ayant, a un petit solde prés, été tenu par la Banque Ottomane 
a la disposition de l’ambassade, c’est seulement au bout de plusieurs 
mois, le 23 juin/6 juillet, que cette derniére a transmis a la Sublime- 
Porte une demande “des intéressés” concluant au payement d’une 
vingtaine de millions de francs pour intéréts de retard, en exprimant 
l’espoir que la Sublime-Porte “n’hésitera pas a reconnaitre, en principe, 
le bien fondé de la réclamation,” sauf “a déférer l’examen des détails 
A une commission” mixte russo-turque ;—qu’en résumé, depuis onze 
ans et davantage, et jusqu’A une date postérieure au payement du 
reliquat du capital, il n’avait non seulement plus été question d’inteéréts 
entre les deux Gouvernements mais été 4 maintes reprises fait men- 
tion seulement du reliquat du capital. 
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Dés Vinstant ot le Tribunal a reconnu que, d’aprés les principes 
généraux et la coutume en droit international public, il y avait similt- 
tude des situations entre un Etat et un particulier débiteurs d’une 
somme conventionnelle liquide et exigible, il est équitable et juridique 
d’appliquer aussi par analogie les régles de droit privé commun aux 
cas ott la demeure doit étre considérée comme purgée et le bénéfice de 
celle-ci supprimée.—En droit privé, les effets de la demeure sont sup- 
primés lorsque le créancier, aprés avoir constitué le débiteur en de- 
meure, accorde un ou plusieurs délais pour satisfaire a l’obligation 
principale sans réserver les droits acquis par la demeure (Touller- 
Duvergier, Droit frangais, tome III, p. 159, N°. 256), ou encore lorsque 
“le créancier ne donne pas suite a la sommation qu'il avait faite au 
débiteur,” et “ces régles s’appliquent aux dommages intéréts et aussi 
aux intéréts dus pour l’inexécution de l’obligation * * * ou pour 
retard dans l’exécution” (Duranton, Droit francais, X, p. 470, Aubry 
et Rau, Droit Civil 1871, IV, p. 99, Berney, De la demeure, etc., 
Lausanne, 1886, p. 62; Windscheid, Lehrbuch des Pandektenrechts, 
1879, p. 99, Demolombe, X, p. 49; Larombiére I, art. 1139, Ne. 22, 
etc. ). 

Entre le Gouvernement Impérial Russe et la Sublime-Porte, il y a 
donc eu renonciation au intéréts de la part de la Russie, puisque son 
ambassade a successivement accepté sans discussion ni réserve et re- 
produit 4 maintes reprises dans sa propre correspondance diploma- 
tique les chiffres du reliquat de l’indemnité comme indentiques aux 
chiffres du reliquat en capital—En d’autres termes, la correspondance 
des derniéres années établit que les deux Parties ont interprété, en fait, 
les actes de 1879 comme impliquant Videntité entre le payement du 
solde du capital et le payement du solde auquel avaient droit les indem- 
nitaires, ce qui impliquait abandon des intéréts ou dommages-intéréts 
moratoires. 

Le Gouvernement Impérial Russe ne peut, une fois le capital de 1’in- 
demnité intégralement versé ou mis a sa disposition, revenir valable- 
ment d’une facon unilatérale sur une interprétation acceptée et prati- 
quée en son nom par son ambassade. 


III 
En CONCLUSION 


Le Tribunal arbitral, se basant sur les observations de droit et de 
fait qui précedent, est d’avis 

qu’en principe, le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman était tenu, 
vis-a-vis du Gouvernement Impérial de Russie, a des indemnités mora- 
toires a partir du 31 décembre 1890/12 janvier 1891, date de la récep- 
tion d’une mise en demeure explicite et réguliére, 

mais que, de fait, le bénéfice de cette mise en demeure ayant cessé 
pour le Gouvernement Impérial de Russie par suite de la renonciation 
subséquente de son ambassade a Constantinople, le Gouvernement Im- 
périal Ottoman n’est pas tenu ajourd’hui de lui payer des dommages- 
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intéréts 4 raison des dates auxquelles a été effectué le payement des 
indemnités, 
et, en conséquence, 
ARRETE 


il est répondu négativement a la question posée au chiffre 1 de l’ar- 
ticle 3 du Compromis et ainsi congue: “Oui ou non, le Gouvernement 
Impérial Ottoman est-il tenu de payer aux indemnitaires russes des 
dommages-intéréts 4 raison des dates auxquelles ledit Gouvernement 
a procédé au payement des indemnités fixées en exécution de l’article 
5 du traité du 27 janvier/8 février 1879, ainsi que du Protocole de 
méme date’? 

Fait a La Haye, dans I’hotel de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage, 
le 11 novembre 1912. 

Le Président: Larpy 
Le Secrétaire général: MicHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN 
Le Secrétaire: ROELL 


Agreement for Arbitration, July 22/August 4, 19101 


Le Gouvernement Impérial Russe et le Gouvernement Impérial Otto- 
man, cosignataires de la Convention de La Haye du 18 octobre 1907 
pour le réglement pacifique des conflits internationaux : 

Considérant les dispositions de l’Article 5 du Traité signe a Con- 
stantinople entre la Russie et la Turquie, le 27 janvier/8 février 1879, 
ainsi concu: 

“Les réclamations des sujets et institutions russes en Turquie a 
titre d’indemnité pour les dommages subis pendant la guerre seront 
payées a mesure qu’elles seront examinées par |’Ambassade de Russie 
a Constantinople et transmises a la Sublime Porte” 

“Ta totalité de ces réclamations ne pourra en aucun cas dépasser le 
chiffre de 26,750,000 francs” 

“Le terme d’une année aprés l’échange des ratifications est fixé 
comme date a partir de laquelle les réclamations pourront étre pré- 
sentées a la Sublime Porte, et celui de deux ans comme date aprés 
laquelle les réclamations ne seront plus admises” ; 

Considérant l’explication additionelle insérée au Protocole de méme 
date portant : 

“Quant au terme d’une année fixé par cet Article comme date a 
partir de laquelle les réclamations pourront étre présentées a la 
Sublime Porte, il est entendu qu’une exception y sera faite en faveur 
de la réclamation de l’Hépital Russe s’élevant a la somme de 11,200 
livres sterlings” ; 

Considérant qu’un désaccord s’est élevé entre le Gouvernement Im- 
périal Russe et le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman relativement aux 
conséquences de droit résultant des dates auxquelles de Gouvernement 


10Official report, p. 5. 
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Impérial Ottoman a effectué, sur les montants des indemnités réguliere- 
ment présentées en exécution dudit Article 5, les payements ci-apres, 
savoir: 


livr.turq. pi. par 
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Considérant que le Gouvernement Impérial Russe soutient que le 
Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman est responsable de dommages-intéréts 
a l’égard des indemnitaires russes pour le retard apporté au réglement 
de sa dette; 

Considérant que le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman conteste, tant 
en fait qu’en droit, le bien-fondé de la prétention du Gouvernement 
Impérial Russe ; . 

Considérant que le litige n’a pu étre réglé par la voie diplomatique ; 

Et ayant résolu, conformément aux stipulations de ladite Conven- 
tion de La Haye, de terminer ce différend en soumettant la question a 
un Arbitrage ; 

Ont, a cet effet, autorisé leurs Représentants ci-dessous désignés, 
savoir : 

pour la Russie, 

Son Excellence Monsieur Tcharykow, Ambassadeur de Sa Majesté 
l’Empereur de Russie a Constantinople ; 

pour la Turquie, 

Son Excellence Rifaat Pacha, Ministre des Affaires étrangéres, 

A conclure le Compromis suivant : 


ARTICLE PREMIER 


Les Puissances en litige décident que le Tribunal Arbitral auquel la 
question sera soumise en dernier ressort sera composé de cing mem- 
bres, lesquels seront désignés de la maniére suivante: 

Chaque Partie, aussit6t que possible, et dans un délai qui n’excédera 
pas deux mois a partir de la date de ce Compromis,.devra nommer 
deux Arbitres, et les quatre Arbitres ainsi désignés choisiront ensemble 
un Sur-Arbitre. Dans le cas ott les quatre Arbitres n’aurant pas, dans 
le délai de deux mois aprés leur désignation, choisi a l’unanimité ou a 
la majorité un Sur-Arbitre, le choix du Sur-Arbitre est confie a une 
Puissance tierce désignée de commun accord par les Parties. Si, dans 
un délai de deux autres mois, l’accord ne s’établit pas 4 ce sujet 
chaque Partie désigne une Puissance différente et le choix du Sur. 
Arbitre est fait de concert par les Puissances ainsi désignées. 

Si, dans un délai de deux autres mois, ces deux Puissances n’ont 
pu tomber d’accord, chacune d’elles présente deux candidats pris sur 
la liste des membres de la Cour Permanente en dehors des membres 
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de ladite Cour désignés par ces deux Puissances ou par les Parties, et 
n’étant les nationaux ni des uns ni des autres. Ces candidats ne pour- 
ront, en plus, appartenir a la nationalité des Arbitres nommés par les 
Parties dans le présent Arbitrage. Le sort détermine lequel des can- 
didats ainsi présentés sera le Sur-Arbitre. 

Le tirage au sort sera effectué par les soins du Bureau International 
de la Cour Permanente de La Haye. 


ArT. 2 


Les Puissances en litige se feront représenter auprés du Tribunal 
Arbitral par des agents, conseils ou avocats, en conformité desprévi- 
sions de l’Article 62 de la Convention de La Haye de 1907 pour le 
réglement pacifique des conflits internationaux. 

Ces agents, conseils ou avocats seront désignés par les Parties a 
temps pour que le fonctionnement de l’Arbitrage ne subisse aucun 


retard. 
ART 0 


Les questions en litige et sur lesquelles les Parties demandent au 
Tribunal Arbitral de prononcer une décisions définitive sont les 
suivantes : 

I. Oui ou non, le Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman est-il tenu de 
payer aux indemnitaires russes des dommages-intéréts a raison des 
dates auxquelles ledit Gouvernement a procédé au payement des in- 
demnités fixées en exécution de l’article 5 du Traité du 27 janvier/ 
8 février 1879, ainsi que du Protocole de méme date? 

II. En cas de décision affirmative sur la premiére question, quel 
serait le montant de ces dommages-intéréts ? 


ArT. 4 


Le Tribunal Arbitral, une fois constitué, se réunira a La Haye a une 
date qui sera fixée par les Arbitres, et dans le délai d’un mois a 
partir de la nomination du Sur-Arbitre. Aprés le réglement—en con- 
formité avec le texte et l’esprit de la Convention de La Haye de 1907— 
de toutes les questions de procédure qui pourraient surgir et qui ne 
seraient pas prévues par le présent Compromis, ledit Tribunal ajournera 
sa prochaine séance a la date qu’il fixera. 

Toutefois, il reste convenue que le Tribunal ne pourra ouvrir les 
débats sur les questions en litige ni avant les deux mois, ni plus tard 
que les trois mois qui suivront la remise du Contre-Mémoire ou de la 
Contre-Réplique prévus par l’article 6 et éventuellement des conclu- 


sions stipulées a l’article 8. 
Art. 5 


La procédure arbitrale comprendra deux phases distinctes : l’instruc- 
tion écrite et les débats qui consisteront dans le développement oral des 
moyens des Parties devant le Tribunal. 

La seule langue dont fera usage le Tribunal et dont l’emploi sera 
autorisé devant lui sera la langue francaise. 
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Art. 6 


Dans le délai de huit mois au plus aprés la date du présent Com- 
promis, le Gouvernement Impérial Russe devra remettre a chacun des 
membres du Tribunal Arbitral, en un exemplaire, et au Gouvernement 
Impérial Ottoman, en dix exemplaires, les copies completes, écrites ou 
imprimées, de son Mémoire contenant toutes piéces a l’appui de sa 
demande et pouvant se référer aux deux questions visées par 
article 3. 

Dans un délai de huit mois au plus tard aprés cette remise, le 
Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman devra remettre 4 chacun des membres 
du Tribunal, ainsi qu’au Gouvernement Impérial Russe, en autant 
d’exemplaires que ci-dessus, les copies complétes, manuscrites ou im- 
primées, de son Contre-Mémoire, avec toutes piéces a l’appui, mais 
pouvant se borner a la question N°. I de article 3. 

Dans de délai d’un mois aprés cette remise, le Gouvernement Im- 
périal Russe notifiera au Président du Tribunal Arbitral s’il a l’intention 
de présenter une Réplique. Dans ce cas, il aura un délai de trois mois 
au plus, a compter de cette notification, pour communiquer ladite 
Réplique dans les mémes conditions que le Mémoire. Le Gouverne- 
ment Impérial Ottoman aura alors un délai de quatre mois, a compter 
de cette communication, pour présenter sa Contre-Réplique, dans les 
mémes conditions que le Contre-Mémoire. 

Les délais fixés par le présent article pourront étre prolongés de 
commun accord par les Parties, ou par le Tribunal, quand il le juge 
nécessaire, pour arriver a une décision juste. 

Mais le Tribunal ne prendra pas en considération les Mémoires, 
Contre-Mémoires ou autres communications qui lui seront présentées 
par les Parties aprés l’expiration du dernier délai par lui fixé. 


Art. 7 


Si, dans les mémoires ou autres piéces échangés, l’une ou I’autre 
Partie s’est référée ou a fait allusion 4 un document ou papier en sa 
possession exclusive, dont elle n’aura pas joint la copie, elle sera tenue, 
si ’autre Partie le demande, de lui en donner la copie, au plus tard 
dans les trente jours. 

Art. 8 


Dans le cas ott le Tribunal Arbitral aurait affrmativement statué 
sur la question posée au N?®. I de Varticle 3, il devra, avant d’aborder 
V’examen du N°. IJ du méme article, donner aux Parties de nouveaux 
délais no pouvant étre inférieurs a trois mois chacun, pour présenter et 
échanger leurs conclusions et arguments a l’appui. 


Art. 9 


Les décisions du Tribunal sur la premiére, et éventuellement sur la 
seconde question en litige, seront prononcées, autant que possible, dans 
le délai d’un mois aprés la cloture par le Président des débats relatifs 
a chacune de ces questions. 
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ArT. 10 


Le jugement du Tribunal Arbitral sera définitif et devra étre exécuté 
strictement et sans aucun retard. 


Art. ll 


Chaque Partie supporte ses propres frais et une parte égale des frais 
du Tribunal. ’ 
Art. 12 


En tout ce qui n’est pas prévu par le présent Compromis, les stipula- 
tions de la Convention de La Haye de 1907 pour le réglement pacifique 
des Conflits internationaux seront appliquées a cet Arbitrage, a l’ex- 
ception, toutefois, des articles dont l’acceptation' a été réservée par le 
Gouvernement Impérial Ottoman. 


Fait a Constantinople, le 22 juillet/4 aott 1910. 


(Signé): N. TcHaryKow 
(Signé): Riraat 


THE CARTHAGE CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, May 6, 1913* 


Considérant que, par un Accord du 26 janvier 1912 et par un Com- 
promis du 6 mars suivant, le Gouvernement de la République Fran- 
caise et le Gouvernement Royal Italien sont convenus de soumettre a 
un Tribunal Arbitral composé de cing Membres la solution des ques- 
tions suivantes: 

1°. Les autorités navales italiennes étaient-elles en droit de procéder 
comme elles ont fait a la capture et a la saisie momentanée du vapeur 
postal francais “Carthage’’? 

2°. Quelles conséquences pécuniaires ou autres doivent résulter de 
la solution donnée a la question précédente ? 

Considérant qu’en exécution de ce Compromis les deux Gouverne- 
ment ont choisi, d’un commun accord, pour constituer le Tribunal Ar- 
bitral les Membres suivants de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage : 

Son Excellence Monsieur Guido Fusinato, Docteur en droit, Mi- 
nistre d’Etat, ancien Ministre de l’Instruction publique, Professeur 
honoraire de droit international a l'Université de Turin, Député, Con- 
seiller d’Etat ; 

Monsieur Knut Hjalmar Léonard de Hammarskjold, Docteur en 
droit, ancien Ministre de la Justice, ancien Ministre des Cultes et de 
l’Instruction publique, ancien Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre pléni- 
potentiaire a Copenhague, ancien Président de la Cour d’appel de 
Jonkoping, ancien Professeur a la Faculté de droit d’Upsal, Gouverneur 
de la province d’Upsal ; 

Monsieur Kriege, Docteur en droit, Conseiller actuel intime de Lé- 
gation et Directeur au Département des Affaires Etrangéres, Pléni- 
potentiaire au Conseil Fédéral Allemand ; 

Monsieur Louis Renault, Ministre plénipotentiaire, Membre de 1’In- 
stitut, Professeur a la Faculté de droit de l’Université de Paris et a 
Ecole libre des sciences politiques, Jurisconsulte du’ Ministére des 
Affaires Etrangeéres ; 

Son Excellence le Baron Michel de Taube, Docteur en droit, Adjoint 
du Ministre de l’Instruction publique de Russie, Conseiller d’Etat 
actuel ; 

que les deux Gouvernements ont, en méme temps, désigné Monsieur 
de Hammarskjold pour remplir les fonctions de Président. 

Considérant que, en exécution du Compromis du 6 mars 1912, les 
Mémoires et Contre-Mémoires ont été dtitment échangés entre les 
Parties et communiqués aux Arbitres ; 

Considérant que le Tribunal, constitué comme il est dit ci-dessus, 
s’est réuni a La Haye le 31 mars 1913; 


1Official report, p. 112. 
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que les deux Gouvernements ont respectivement désigné comme 
Agents et Conseils, 

le Gouvernement de la République Frangaise: 

Monsieur Henri Fromageot, Avocat a la Cour d’appel de Paris, 
Jurisconsulte suppléant du Ministére des Affaires Etrangéres, Con- 
seiller du Département de la Marine en droit international, Agent; 

Monsieur André Hesse, Avocat a la Cour d’appel de Paris, Membre 
de la Chambre des Députés, Conseil ; 

Le Gouvernement Royal Italien: 

Monsieur Arturo Ricci-Busatti, Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre 
plénipotentiaire, Chef du Bureau du Contentieux et de la Législation 
au Ministére Royal des Affaires Etrangéres, Agent ; 

Monsieur Dionisio Anzilotti, Professeur de droit international a 
Université de Rome, Conseil. 

Considérant que les Agents des Parties ont présenté au Tribunal 
les conclusions suivantes, savoir, 

Agent du Gouvernement de la République Frangaise: 


PLAISE AU TRIBUNAL, 


Sur la premiére question posée par le Compromis, 

Dire que les autorités navales italiennes n’étaient pas en droit de 
procéder comme elles ont fait a la capture et a la saisie momentanée du 
vapeur postal francais “Carthage” ; 

En conséquence et sur la seconde question, 

Dire que le Gouvernement Royal Italien sera tenu de verser au 
Gouvernement de la République Francaise a titre de dommages- 
intéréts : 

1°. La somme de un franc pour atteinte portée au pavillon francais; 

2°. La somme de cent mille francs pour réparation du préjudice 
moral et politique résultant de l’inobservation du droit commun inter- 
national et des conventions réciproquement obligatoires pour I’Italie 
comme pour la France; 

3°. La somme de cing cent soixante-seize mille sept cent trente-huit 
francs vingt-trois centimes, montant total des pertes et dommages 
réclamés par les particuliers intéressés au navire et 4 son expédition ; 

Dire que la somme susdite de cent mille francs sera versée au 
Gouvernement de la République pour le bénéfice en étre attribué a telle 
ceuvre ou institution d’intérét international qu’il plaira au Tribunal 
d’indiquer ; 

Subsidiairement et dans le cas ot le Tribunal ne se croirait pas, dés 
a présent, suffisamment éclairé sur le bien fondé des réclamations par- 
ticuliéres, 

Dire que, par tel ou tels de ses membres qu’il lui plaira de com- 
mettre a cet effet, il sera, en présence des Agents et Conseils des deux 
Gouvernements, procédé, en la Chambre de ses délibérations, a l’examen 
de chacune desdites, réclamations particuliéres ; 

Dans tous les cas, et par application de l’article 9 du Compromis, 

Dire que, a Vexpiration d’un délai de trois mois 4 compter.du jour 
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de la sentence, les sommes mises a la charge du Gouvernement Royal 
Italien et non encore versées seront productives d’intéréts a raison 
de quatre pour cent par an. 

Et l’Agent du Gouvernement Royal Italien: 


} PLAISE AU TRIBUNAL, 


Sur la premiére question posée par le Compromis, 

Dire et juger que les autorités navales italiennes étaient pleinement 
en droit de procéder comme elles ont fait a la capture et a la saisie 
momentanée du vapeur postal frangais “Carthage” ; 

En conséquence et sur la seconde question, 

Dire et juger qu’aucune conséquence pécuniaire ou autre ne saurait 
résulter, a la charge du Gouvernement Royal Italien, de la capture et 
de la saisie momentanée du vapeur postal francais “Carthage” ; 

Dire que le Gouvernement Frangais sera tenu de verser au Gouverne- 
ment Italien la somme de deux mille soixante-douze francs vingt-cing 
centimes, montant des frais occasionnés par la saisie du “Carthage” ; 

Dire que, a l’expiration d’un délai de trois mois 4 compter du jour 
de la sentence, la somme mise a la charge du Gouvernement de la 
République Francaise sera, si elle n’a pas encore été versée, pro- 
ductive d’intéréts a raison de quatre pour cent par an. 

Considérant que, aprés que le Tribunal eut entendu les exposés 
oraux des Agents des Parties et les explications qu’ils lui ont fournies 
sur sa demande, les débats ont été diment déclarés clos. 


EN FAIT: 


Considérant que le vapeur postal francais “Carthage,” de la Com- 
pagnie Générale Transatlantique, au cours d’un voyage régulier entre 
Marseille et Tunis, fut arrété, le 16 janvier 1912, 4 6 heures 30 du 
matin, en pleine mer, a 17 milles des cotes de Sardaigne, par le contre- 
torpilleur de la Marine Royale Italienne “Agordat” ; 

que le commandant de 1|’“Agordat,”’ ayant constaté le présence a 
bord du “Carthage” d’un aéroplane appartenant au sieur Duval, 
aviateur francais, et expédié 4 Tunis a l’adresse de celui-ci, a déclaré 
au capitaine du “Carthage” que !’aéroplane en question était considéré 
par le Gouvernement Italien comme contrebande de guerre; 

que, le transbordement de l’aéroplane n’ayant pu étre opéré, le 
capitaine du “Carthage” a recu l’ordre de suivre I’ “Agordat” a Cagliari, 
ot il a été retenu jusqu’au 20 janvier; 


EN pDrRoIrT: 


_Considérant que, d’aprés les principes universellement admis, un 
batiment de guerre belligérant a, en thése générale et sans conditions 
particuliéres, le droit d’arréter en pleine mer un navire de commerce 
neutre et de procéder a la visite pour s’assurer s’il observe les régles 
sur la neutralité, spécialement au point de vue de la contrebande ; 
_Considérant, d’autre part, que la légitimité de tout acte dépassant les 

ca ; na , 
limites de la visite dépend de l’existence, soit d’un trafic de contre- 
bande, soit de motifs suffisants pour y croire, 
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que, a cet égard, il faut s’en tenir aux motifs d’ordre juridique; 

Considérant que, dans l’espéce, le “Carthage” n’a pas été seulement 
arrété et visité par l’“Agordat,” mais aussi amené a Cagliari, séquestré 
et retenu un certain temps, aprés lequel il a été relaxé par voie adminis- 
trative ; 

Considérant que, le but poursuivi par les mesures prises contre le 
paquebot-poste francais était d’empécher le transport de l’aéroplane 
appartenant au sieur Duval, et embarqué sur le “Carthage” a l’adresse 
de ce méme Duval, a Tunis; 

que cet aéroplane était considéré par les autorités italiennes comme 
constituant de la contrebande de guerre, tant par sa nature que par sa 
destination qui, en réalité, aurait été pour les forces ottomanes en 
Tripolitaine ; 

Considérant, pour ce qui concerne la destination hostile de l’aéro- 
plane, élément essentiel de la saisissabilité, 

que les renseignements possédés par les autorités italiennes étaient 
d’une nature trop générale et avaient trop peu de connexité avec 
l’aéroplane dont il s’agit, pour constituer des motifs juridiques suffi- 
sants de croire a une destination hostile quelconque et, par conséquent, 
pour justifier la capture du navire qui transportait l’aéroplane ; 

que la dépéche de Marseille, relatant certains propos tenus par le 
mécanicien du sieur Duval, n’est parvenue aux autorités italiennes 
qu’aprés que le “Carthage” avait été arrété et conduit a Cagliari et 
n’a pu, par suite, motiver ces mesures; que, d’ailleurs, elle n’aurait pu, 
dans tous les cas, fournir des motifs suffisants dans le sens de ce qui 
a été dit précédemment ; 

Considérant que, ce résultat acquis, il n’importe pas au Tribunal de 
rechercher si l’aéroplane devait ou non par sa nature étre compris dans 
les articles de la contrebande, soit relative, soit absolue, pas plus que 
d’examiner si la théorie du voyage continu serait ou non applicable 
dans l’espéce ; 

Considérant que, le Tribunal trouve également superflu d’examiner 
s’il y a eu, lors des mesures prises contre le “Carthage,” des irrégularités 
de forme et si, en cas d’affirmative, ces irrégularités étaient de nature a 
vicier des mesures autrement légitimes ; 

Considérant que, les autorités italiennes n’ont demandé la remise du 
port postal que pour le faire parvenir a destination le plus t6t possible, 

que cette demande, qui parait avoir été d’abord mal comprise par le 
capitaine du “Carthage,” était conforme a la Convention du 18 octobre 
1907 relative a certaines restrictions 4 lexercice du droit de capture, 
qui, d’ailleurs, n’était pas ratifiée par les belligérants. 

Sur la demande tendant a faire condamner le Gouvernement Royal 
Italien 4 verser au Gouvernement de la République Francaise a titre de 
dommages-intéréts : 

1°. la somme de un franc pour atteinte portée au pavillon frangais; 

2°. la somme de cent mille francs pour réparation du préjudice moral 
et politique résultant de l’inobservation du droit commun international 
et des conventions réciproquement obligatoires pour I’Italie comme pour 
la France, 
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Considérant que, pour le cas ol une Puissance aurait manque a 
remplir ses obligations, soit générales, soit spéciales, vis-a-vis d’une 
autre Puissance, la constatation de ce fait, surtout dans une sentence 
arbitrale, constitue déja une sanction sérieuse ; 

que cette sanction est renforcée, le cas échéant, par le paiement de 
dommages-intéréts pour les pertes matérielles ; bie ae 

que, en thése générale et abstraction faite de situations particulieres, 
ces sanctions paraissent suffisantes ; ‘ 

que, également en thése générale, l’introduction d’une autre sanction 
pécuniaire parait étre superflue et dépasser le but de la juridiction inter- 
nationale ; 

Considérant que, par application de ce qui vient d’étre dit, les cir- 
constances de la cause présente ne sauraient motiver une telle sanction 
supplémentaire; que, sans autre examen, il n’y a donc pas lieu de 
donner suite a la demande susmentionneée. 

Sur la demande de l’Agent francais tendant a faire condamner le 
Gouvernement Italien a4 payer la somme de cing cent soixante-seize 
mille sept cent trente-huit francs vingt-trois centimes, montant total 
des pertes et dommages réclamés par les particuliers intéressés au 
navire et a son expédition, 

Considérant que, la demande d’une indemnité est, en principe, 
justifiée ; 

Considérant que, le Tribunal, aprés avoir entendu les explications 
concordantes. de deux de ses membres chargés par lui de procéder a une 
enquéte sur lesdites réclamations, a évalué a soixante-quinze mille 
francs le montant de l’indemnité due a la Compagnie générale trans- 
atlantique, a vingt-cing mille francs le montant de l’indemnité due a 
Vaviateur Duval et consorts, enfin a soixante mille francs l’indemnité 
due a l’ensemble des passagers et chargeurs, soit a cent soixante mille 
francs la somme totale a payer par le Gouvernement Italien au Gou- 
vernement Francais. 

Par ces Motirs, 


Le Tribunal Arbitral déclare et prononce ce qui suit: 

Les autorités navales italiennes n’étaient pas en droit de procéder 
comme elles ont fait a la capture et a la saisie momentanée du vapeur 
postal francais “Carthage.” 

Le Gouvernement Royal Italien sera tenu, dans les trois mois de 
la présente sentence, de verser au Gouvernement de la République Fran- 
caise la somme de cent soixante mille francs, montant des pertes et 
dommages éprouvés, a raison de la capture et de la saisie du “Car- 
thage,” par les particuliers intéressés au navire et A son expédition. 

Il n’y a pas lieu de donner suite aux autres réclamations contenues 
dans les conclusions des deux Parties. 


Fait a La Haye, dans l’Hotel de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage, 
le 6 mai 1913. 


Le Président: Hy. L. HamMarskJOLp 
Le Secrétaire général: Micu1ELs VAN VERDUYNEN 
Le Secrétaire: R6OELL 
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Agreement for Arbitration, March 6, 19121 


Le Gouvernement de la République Francaise et le Gouvernement 
Royal Italien, s’étant mis d’accord le 26 janvier 1912 par application 
de la Convention d’arbitrage du 25 décembre 1903, renouvelée le 24 
décembre 1908 pour confier 4 un Tribunal d’arbitrage l’examen de la 
capture et de la saisie momentanée du vapeur postal francais “Car- 
thage” par les autorités navales italiennes, ainsi que la mission de se 
prononcer sur les conséquences qui en dérivent, 

Les soussignés, diment autorisés a cet effet, sont convenus du Com- 
promis suivant: 

ARTICLE 1 


Un Tribunal arbitral, composé comme il est dit ci-aprés, est chargé 
de résoudre les questions suivantes: 

1°. Les autorités navales italiennes étaient-elles en droit de procéder 
comme elles ont fait a la capture et a la saisie momentanée du vapeur 
postal francais ‘‘Carthage”’? 

2°. Quelles conséquences pécuniaires ou autres doivent résulter de 
la solution donnée a la question précédente? 


ARTICLE 2 


Le Tribunal sera composé de cing Arbitres que les deux Gouverne- 
ments choisiront parmi les Membres de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage 
de La Haye, en désignant celui d’entre eux qui remplira les fonctions 
de Surarbitre. 

ARTICLE 3 


A la date du 15 juin 1912, chaque Partie déposera au Bureau de la 
Cour permanente d’Arbitrage quinze exemplaires de son mémoire, avec 
les copies certifiées conformes de tous les documents et piéces qu’elle 
compte invoquer dans la cause. 

Le Bureau en assurera sans retard la transmission aux Arbitres et 
aux Parties, savoir deux exemplaires pour chaque Arbitre, trois exem- 
plaires pour la Partie adverse; deux exemplaires resteront dans les 
archives du Bureau. 

A la date du 15 aoit 1912, chaque Partie déposera dans les mémes 
conditions que ci-dessus son contre-mémoire avec les piéces a l’appui 
et ses conclusions finales. 

ARTICLE 4 


Chacune des Parties déposera au Bureau de la Cour permanente 
d’Arbitrage de La Haye, en méme temps que son mémoire et a titre 
de provision, une somme qui sera fixée d’un commun accord. 

ARTICLE 5 


Le Tribunal se réunira 4 La Haye, sur la convocation de son Prési- 
dent, dans la deuxiéme quinzaine du mois de septembre 1912. 


1Official report, p. 5. 
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ARTICLE 6 


Chaque Partie sera représentée par un Agent avec mission de servir 
d’intermédiaire entre elle et le Tribunal. 

Le Tribunal pourra, s’il l’estime nécessaire, demander a l’un ou a 
autre des Agents de lui fournir des explications orales ou écrites 
auxquelles l’Agent de la Partie adverse aura le droit de répondre. 


ARTICLE 7 


La langue francaise est la langue du Tribunal. Chaque Partie pourra 
faire usage de sa propre langue. 


ARTICLE 8 


La sentence du Tribunal devra étre rendue dans le plus bref deélai 
possible et dans tous les cas dans les trente jours qui suivront la 
cloture des débats. Toutefois, ce délai pourra étre prolongé a la de- 
mande du Tribunal et du consentement des Parties. 


ARTICLE 9 


Le Tribunal est compétent pour régler les conditions d’exécution de 
sa sentence. 
ARTICLE 10 


Pour tout ce qui n’est pas prévu par le présent Compromis, les dis- 
positions de la Convention de La Haye du 18 octobre 1907 pour le 
réglement pacifique des conflits internationaux seront applicables au 
présent Arbitrage. 

Fait en double a Paris, le 6 mars 1912. 

Signé: L. RENAULT 
Signé: G. FusrInaTo 


Joint Note of January 26, 1912, concerning the Settlement of the 
“Carthage” and “Manouba’ Cases? 


L’ambassadeur de France et le ministre des Affaires étrangéres 
d’Italie ayant examiné dans !’esprit le plus cordiel les circonstances qui 
ont précédé et suivi l’arrét et la visite par un croiseur italien de deux 
vapeurs francais se rendant de Marseille 4 Tunis, ont été heureux de 
constater, d’un commun accord et avant toute autre considération, 
qu’il n’en résultait de la part d’aucun des deux pays aucune intention 
contraire aux sentiments de sincére et constante amité qui les unissent. 

Cette constatation a amené sans difficulté les deux gouvernements 
a decider: 

1°, Que les questions dérivant de la capture et de l’arrét momen- 
tané du vapeur Carthage, seront déférées a l’examen de la cour d’arbi- 


1Le Mémorial Diplomatique, January 28, 1912, p. 57. 
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trage de La Haye, en vertu de la convention d’arbitrage franco- 
italienne du 23 décembre 1903, renouvelée le 24 décembre 1908; 

2°. Qu’en ce qui concerne la saisie du vapeur Manouba et des 
passagers ottomans qui y étaient embarqués, cette opération ayant été 
effectuée, d’aprés le gouvernement italien, en vertu des droits qu’il 
declare tenir des principes généraux du droit international et de l’arti- 
cle 47 de la déclaration de Londres de 1909, les circonstances spéciales 
dans lesquelles cette opération a été faite et les conséquences qui en 
découlent seront également soumises a l’éxamen de la haute juridiction 
internationale instituée a La Haye; que dans le but de rétablir le 
statu quo ante en ce qui concerne les personnes, les passagers ottomans 
saisis, ces derniers seront remis au consul de France a Cagliari, pour 
étre reconduits par ses soins a leur lieu d’embarquement, sous la re- 
sponsabilité du gouvernement francais, qui prendra les mesures néces- 
saires pour empécher que les passagers ottomans n’appartenant pas 
au “Croissant Rouge,” mais a des corps combattants, se rendent d’un 
port frangais en Tunisie ou sur le théatre des opérations militaires. 


Agreement of April 4, 1912, supplementary to the Agreements for 
Arbitration in the “Carthage” and “Manouba’ Cases* 


Le Gouvernement de la République Frangaise et le Gouvernement 
Royal Italien ayant pris connaissance des deux Compromis, établis 
le 6 mars 1912 par MM. Louis Renault et Fusinato, en vue de régler 
par l’arbitrage devant la Cour de la Haye les incidents relatifs a la 
saisie du Carthage et a la saisie du Manouba, déclarent en approuver 
les termes et se considérent comme liés par leur texte; 

Ils désignent, d’un commun accord, pour constituer le tribunal arbi- 
tral les membres suivants de la Cour d’arbitrage de La Haye: 

M. Guido Fusinato, doeteur en droit, ancien ministre de |’ Instruction 
Publique, ancien professeur de droit international a l’université de 
Turin, député, conseiller d’Etat ; 

M. Knut Hjalmar Léonard de Hammarskjold, docteur en droit, 
ancien ministre de la Justice, ancien ministre des Cultes et de I’Instruc- 
tion Publique, ancien envoyé extraordinaire et ministre plénipoten- 
tiaire a Copenhague, ancien président de la Cour d’appel de 
Jonk6ping, ancien professeur a la faculté de droit d’Upsal, gouverneur 
de la province d’Upsal ; ; 

M. Kriege, docteur en droit, conseiller intime actual de légation, 
directeur au département des Affaires Etrangeéres ; 

M. Louis Renault, ministre plénipotentiaire, professeur a la faculté 
de droit de Paris, jurisconsulte du ministére des Affaires Etrangéres ; 

M. le baron Taube, membre permanent du Conseil du ministére des 
Affaires Etrangéres, professeur de droit international a |’Université 
impériale de Saint-Pétersbourg, conseiller d’Etat ; 


1Official report, Memoire of the French Republic, p. 7, note 2. 
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dent du tribunal. 

M. de Hammarskjold remplira les fonctions de Surarbitre ou Prési- 

Les deux Gouvernements conviennent de fixer a 3,000 florins néer- 
landais la somme a déposer par chacun d’eux, conformément a I’article 
4 de chaque Compromis, étant entendu que ladite somme est destinée 
a servir de provision pour toutes les affaires dont le tribunal arbitral 
ci-dessus désigné sera chargé de connaitre. 

Les deux Gouvernements se réservent la faculté de modifier, d’un 
commun accord, l’article 5 de chacun des Compromis en ce qui touche 
la date de la réunion du tribunal arbitral. 

Fait a Paris, le 4 avril 1912. 

(L.S.) Signé: R. Porncaré 
(L.S.) Signé: M. Ruspott 


THE MANOUBA CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, May 6, 19133 


Considérant que, par un Accord du 26 janvier 1912 et par un Com- 
promis du 6 mars suivant, le Gouvernement de la République Fran- 
caise et le Gouvernement Royal Italien sont convenus de soumettre a 
un Tribunal Arbitral composé de cinq Membres la solution des ques- 
tions suivantes: 

1°. Les autorités navales italiennes étaient-elles, d’une facon générale 
et d’aprés les circonstances spéciales ot l’opération a été accomplie, en 
droit de procéder comme elles ont fait a la capture et a la saisie mo- 
mentanée du vapeur postal frangais ‘“Manouba” ainsi qu’a arrestation 
des vingt-neuf passagers ottomans qui s’y trouvaient embarqués? 

2°. Quelles conséquences pécuniaires ou autres doivent résulter de 
la solution donnée a la question précédente? 

Considérant qu’en exécution de ce Compromis les deux Gouverne- 
ments ont choisi, d’un commun accord, pour constituer le Tribunal 
Arbitral les Membres suivants de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage: 

Son Excellence Monsieur Guida Fusinato, Docteur en droit, Ministre 
d’Etat, ancien Ministre de |’Instruction publique, Professeur honoraire 
de droit international a l’Université de Turin, Député, Conseiller 
d’Etat ; 

Monsieur Knut Hjalmar Léonard de Hammarskjold, Docteur en 
droit, ancien Ministre de la Justice, ancien Ministre des Cultes et de 
l’Instruction publique, ancien Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre pléni- 
potentiaire a Copenhague, ancien Président de la Cour d’appel de 
Jonképing, ancien Professeur a la Faculté de droit d’Upsal, Gou- 
verneur de la province d’Upsal ; 

Monsieur Kriege, Docteur en droit, Conseiller actuel intime de Lé- 
gation et Directeur au Département des Affaires Etrangéres, Plénipo- 
tentiaire au Conseil Fédéral Allemand ; 

Monsieur Louis Renault, Ministre plénipotentiaire, Membre de 
l'Institut, Professeur a la Faculté de droit de l’Université de Paris et 
a l’Ecole libre des sciences politiques, Jurisconsulte du Ministére des 
Affaires Etrangéres ; 

Son Excellence le Baron Michel de Taube, Docteur en droit, Adjoint 
du Ministre de l’Instruction publique de Russie, Conseiller d’Etat 
actuel ; k . 

que les deux Gouvernements ont, en méme temps, désigné Monsieur 
de Hammarskjold pour remplir les fonctions de Président. 

Considérant que, en exécution du Compromis du 6 mars 1912, les 
Mémoires et Contre-Mémoires ont été diiment échangés entre les 
Parties et communiqués aux Arbitres; 


1Official report, p. 119. 
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Considérant que le Tribunal, constitué comme il est dit ci-dessus, 
s’est réuni a La Haye le 31 mars 1913; 

que les deux Gouvernements ont respectivement désigné comme 
Agents et Conseils, 

le Gouvernement de la République Francaise: 

Monsieur Henri Fromageot, Avocat a la Cour d’appel de Paris, 
furisconsulte suppléant du Ministére des Affaires Etrangéres, Con- 
seiller du Département de la Marine en droit international, Agent ; 

Monsieur André Hesse, Avocat a la Cour d’appel de Paris, Membre 
de la Chambre des Députés, Conseil ; 

Le Gouvernement Royal Italien: 

Monsieur Arturo Ricci-Busatti, Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre 
plénipotentiaire, Chef du Bureau du Contentieux et de la Législation 
au Ministére Royal des Affaires Etrangéres, Agent; 

Monsieur Dionisio Anzilotti, Professeur de droit international a 
l'Université de Rome, Conseil. 

Considérant que les Agents des Parties ont présenté au Tribunal les 
conclusions suivantes, savoir, 

Agent du Gouvernement de la République Frangaise: 


PLAISE AU TRIBUNAL, 


Sur la premiére question posée par le Compromis, 

Dire et juger que les autorités navales italiennes n’étaient pas, d’une 
facgon générale et d’aprés les circonstances spéciales ot l’opération a 
été accomplie, en droit de procéder comme elles ont fait a la capture 
et a la saisie momentanée du vapeur postal francais “Manouba” ainsi 
qu’a l’arrestation des vingt-neuf passagers ottomans qui s’y trouvaient 
embarqués. 

Sur la seconde question posée par le Compromis, 

Dire que le Gouvernement Royal Italien sera tenu de verser au 
Gouvernement de la République Francaise la somme de un franc de 
dommages-intéréts, a titre de réparation morale de l’atteinte portée a 
Vhonneur du pavillon frangais ; 

Dire que le Gouvernement Royal Italien sera tenu de verser au 
Gouvernement de la République la somme de cent mille francs, a titre 
de sanction et de réparation du préjudice politique et moral résultant 
de linfraction par le Gouvernement Royal Italien 4 ses’ engagements 
conventionnels généraux et spéciaux et notamment a la Convention de 
la Haye du 18 octobre 1907 relitive a certaines restrictions au droit 
de capture dans la guerre maritime, article 2, a la Convention de 
Genéve du 6 juillet 1906 pour lamélioration du sort des blessés et 
malades dans les armées en campagne, article 9, et a l’accord verbale- 
ment intervenu entre les deux Gouvernements, le 17 janvier 1912, 
relativement au contrdle des passagers embarqués sur le paquebot 
“Manouba” ; 

Dire que ladite somme sera versée au Gouvernement de la Répu- 
blique pour le bénéfice en étre attribué a telle ceuvre ou institution 
d’intérét international qu’il plaira au Tribunal d’indiquer; 
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Dire que le Gouvernement Royal Italien sera tenu de verser au 
Gouvernement de la République Francaise la somme de cent huit mille 
six cent un francs soixante-dix centimes, montant des indemnités 
réclamées par les particuliers intéressés, soit dans le paquebot 
“Manouba,” soit dans son expédition; 

Subsidiairement et pour le cas ou, sur ce dernier chef, le Tribunal 
ne se croirait pas suffsamment éclairée, 

Dire, avant faire droit, que, par tel ou tels de ses membres qu'il 
commettra a cet effet, il sera procédé, dans la Chambre de ses délibéra- 
tions et en présence des Agents et Conseils des deux Gouvernements, a 
lexamen des diverses réclamations des particuliers intéressés ; 

Dans tous les cas, et par application de l’article 9 du Compromis, 

Dire que, a l’expiration d’un délai de trois mois 4 compter du jour 
de la sentence, les sommes mises a la charge du Gouvernement Royal 
Italien et non encore versées seront productives d’intéréts a raison de 
quatre pour cent par an. 

Et Agent du Gouvernement Royal Italien: 


PLAISE AU TRIBUNAL, 


Sur la premiere question posée par le Compromis, 

Dire et juger que les autorités navales italiennes étaient pleinement 
en droit de procéder comme elles ont fait 4 la capture et a la saisie 
momentanée du vapeur postal francais “Manouba” ainsi qu’a l’arresta- 
tion des vingt-neuf passagers ottomans sur lesquels pesait le soupcon 
quils étaient des militaires, et dont le Gouvernement Italien avait le 
droit de controler la véritable qualité. 

En conséquence et sur la seconde question, 

Dire et juger qu’aucune conséquence pécuniaire ou autre ne saurait 
résulter a la charge du Gouvernement Italien de la capture et de la 
saisie momentanée du vapeur postal frangais “Manouba” ; 

Dire et juger que le Gouvernement Frangais a pretendu a tort qu’on 
lui remit les passagers ottomans qui se trouvaient légalement entre 
les mains des autorités italiennes ; 

Dire que le Gouvernement de la République sera tenu de verser au 
Gouvernement Royal la somme de cent mille francs a titre de sanction 
et de réparation du préjudice matériel et moral résultant de la viola- 
tion du droit international, notamment en ce qui concerne le droit que 
le belligérant a de vérifier la qualité d’individus soupgonnés étre des 
militaires ennemis, trouvés a bord de navires de commerce neutres; 

Dire que ladite somme sera versée au Gouvernement Royal Italien 
pour étre attribuée a telle ceuvre ou institution d’intérét international 
qu’il plaira au Tribunal d’indiquer ; 

Subsidiairement et pour le cas ott le Tribunal ne croirait pas devoir 
admettre cette forme de sanction, 

Dire que le Gouvernement de la République sera tenu de réparer 
le tort fait au Gouvernement Royal Italien de telle maniére qu’il 
plaira au Tribunal d’indiquer ; 

Dans tous les cas, 
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Dire que le Gouvernement de la République sera tenu de verser au 
Gouvernement Royal Italien la somme de quatre cent quatorze francs 
quarante-cing centimes, montant des frais occasionnés par la saisie du 
“Manouba” ; 

Dire que, a expiration d’un délai de trois mois 4 compter du jour 
de la sentence, les sommes mises a la charge du Gouvernement de 
la République et non encore versées seront productives d’intéréts a 
raison de quatre pour cent par an. 

Considérant que, aprés que le Tribunal eut entendu les exposés 
oraux des Agents des Parties et les explications qu’ils lui ont fournies 
sur sa demande, les débats ont été diment déclarés clos. 


En Fait: 


Considérant que le vapeur postal francais “Manouba,” de la Com- 
pagnie de Navigation Mixte, au cours d’un voyage régulier entre 
Marseille et Tunis, fut arrété dans les parages de Vile de San Pietro, 
le 18 janvier 1912, vers 8 heures du matin, par le contre-torpilleur de 
la Marine Royale Italienne “Agordat” ; 

Considérant que, aprés constatation de la présence, a bord dudit 
vapeur, de vingt-neuf passagers turcs, soupconnés d’appartenir a 
l’armée ottomane, le “Manouba” fut conduit sous capture a Cagliari; 

Considérant que, arrivé dans ce port le méme jour, vers 5 heures 
du soir, le capitaine du ‘““Manouba” fut sommé de livrer les vingt-neuf 
passagers susmentionnés aux autorités italiennes et que, sur son refus, 
ces autorités procédérent a la saisie du vapeur; 

Considérant enfin que, sur l’invitation du Vice-Consul de France 
Cagliari, les vingt-neuf passagers turcs furent livrés le 19 janvier, 
4 heures 30 de l’aprés-midi, aux autorités italiennes, 

et que le “Manouba,” alors relaxé, se remit en route sur Tunis le 
méme jour, a 7 heures 20 du soir. 


fo- Sov 


En Droit: 


Considérant que, si le Gouvernement Francais a di penser, étant 
donné les circonstances dans lesquelles la présence de passagers otto- 
mans a bord du “Manouba” lui était signalée, que,.moyennant la 
promesse de faire vérifier le caractére desdits passagers, il exemptait 
le “Manouba” de toute mesure de visite ou de coercition de la part 
des autorités navales italiennes, il est établi qu’en toute bonne foi le 
Gouvernement Italien n’a pas entendu la chose de cette fagon; 

que, par suite, en l’absence d’un accord spécial entre les deux 
Gouvernements, les autorités navales italiennes ont pu agir conformé- 
ment au droit commun; 

Considérant que, d’aprés la teneur du Compromis, 1|’opération 
effectuée par les autorités navales italiennes renferme trois phases 
successives, savoir: la capture, la saisie momentanée du ‘“Manouba”’ 
et l’arrestation des vingt-neuf passagers ottomans qui s’y trouvaient 
embarqués ; 

qu’il convient d’examiner d’abord la légitimité de chacune de ces 
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trois phases, regardées comme des actes isolés et indépendants de 
l’ensemble de l’opération susmentionnée ; 

Dans cet ordre d’idées, 

Considérant que les autorités navales italiennes avaient, lors de la 
capture du “Manouba,” des motifs suffisants de croire que les pas- 
Sagers ottomans qui s’y trouvaient embarqués étaient, au moins en 
partie, des militaires enrdlés dans l’armée ennemie; 

que ces autorités avaient, par conséquent, le droit de se les faire 
remettre ; 

Considérant qu’elles pouvaient, a cet effet, sommer le capitaine de 
les livrer, ainsi que prendre, en cas de refus, les mesures nécessaires 
pour l’y contraindre ou pour s’emparer de ces passagers ; 

Considérant, d’autre part, que, méme étant admis que les passagers 
ottomans aient pu étre considérés comme formant une troupe ou un 
détachement militaire, rien ne permettait de révoquer en doute l’entiére 
bonne foi de l’armateur et du capitaine du ‘“Manouba”; 

Considérant que, dans ces circonstances, les autorités navales 
italiennes n’étaient pas en droit de capturer le “Manouba,” et de le 
faire dévier pour suivre l’“Agordat” a Cagliari, si ce n’est comme 
moyen de contrainte et aprés que le capitaine ett refusé d’obéir a 
une sommation de livrer les passagers ottomans; 

que, aucune sommation de ce genre n’ayant eu lieu avant la capture, 
l’acte de capturer le “Manouba” et de l’amener a Cagliari n’était pas 
légitime ; 

Considérant que, la sommation faite a Cagliari étant restée sans 
effet immédiat’ les autorités navales italiennes avaient le droit de 
prendre les mesures de contrainte nécessaires et, spécialement, de 
retenir le “Manouba” jusqu’a ce que les passagers ottomans fussent 
livrés ; 

que la saisie effectuée n’était légitime que dans les limites d’un 
séquestre temporaire et conditionnel ; 

Considérant enfin que les autorités navales italiennes avaient le droit 
de se faire livrer et d’arréter les passagers ottomans. 

Pour ce qui concerne l’ensemble de l’opération, 

Considérant que les trois phases dont se compose l’opération unique 
prévue par le Compromis doivent étre appréciées en elles-mémes, sans 
que Villégalité de l’une d’elles doive, dans l’espéce, influer sur la 
régularité des autres; 

que Villégalité de la capture et de la conduite du “Manouba” a 
Cagliari n’a pas vicié les phases postérieures de 1’opération ; 

Considérant que la capture ne pourrait non plus étre légitimée par 
la régularité, relative ou absolue, de ces derniéres phases envisagées 
séparément. 

Sur la demande tendant a faire condamner le Gouvernement Royal 
Italien a verser a titre de dommages-intéréts : 

1°. la somme de un franc pour atteinte portée au pavillon frangais ; 

2°, la somme de cent mille francs pour réparation du préjudice 
moral et politique résultant de l’inobservation du droit commun inter- 
national et des conventions réciproquement obligatoires pour I’Italie 
comme pour la France, 
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Et sur la demande tendant a faire condamner le Gouvernement de la 
République Francaise 4 verser la somme de cent mille francs a titre 
de sanction et de réparation du préjudice matérial et moral résultant 
de la violation du droit international, notamment en ce qui concerne le 
droit que le belligérant a de vérifier la qualité d’individus soupgonnés 
étre des militaires ennemis, trouvés a bord de navires de commerce 
neutres, 

Considérant que, pour le cas ol une Puissance aurait manqué a rem- 
plir ses obligations, soit générales, soit spéciales, vis-a-vis d’une autre 
Puissance, la constatation de ce fait, surtout dans une sentence arbi- 
trale, constitue déja une sanction sérieuse ; 

que cette sanction est renforcée, le cas échéant, par le paiement de 
dommages-intéréts pour les pertes matérielles ; 

que, en thése générale et abstraction faite de situations particuliéres, 
ces sanctions paraissent suffisantes ; 

que, également en thése générale, |’introduction d’une autre sanction 
pécuniaire parait étre superflue et dépasser le but de la juridiction 
internationale; 

Considérant que, par application de ce qui vient d’étre dit, les cir- 
constances de la cause présente ne sauraient motiver une telle sanction 
supplémentaire; que, sans autre examen, il n’y a donc pas lieu de 
donner suite aux demandes susmentionnées. 

Sur la demande de l’Agent francais tendant a ce que le Gouverne- 
ment Royal Italien soit tenu de verser au Gouvernement de la Ré- 
publique Frangaise la somme de cent huit mille six cent un francs 
soixante-dix centimes, montant des indemnités réclamées par les par- 
ticuliers intéressés, soit dans le vapeur “Manouba,” soit dans son 
expédition, 

Considérant qu’une indemnité est due pour le retard occasionné au 
“Manouba” par sa capture non justifiée et sa conduite a Cagliari, mais 
qu’il y a lieu de tenir compte du retard provenant du refus non légitime 
du capitaine de livrer a Cagliari les vingt-neuf passagers turcs et aussi 
du fait que le navire n’a pas été entiérement détourné de sa route sur 
Tunis ; 

Considérant que, si les autorités navales italiennes ont opéré la 
saisie du “Manouba” au lieu du séquestre temporaire et conditionnel 
qui était légitime, il apparait que, de ce chef, les intéressés n’ont pas 
éprouvé de pertes et dommages ; ; 

Considérant que, en faisant état de ces circonstances et aussi des 
frais occasionnés au Gouvernement Italien par la surveillance du navire 
retenu, le Tribunal, aprés avoir entendu les explications concordantes 
de deux de ses Membres chargés par lui de procéder 4 une enquéte sur 
lesdites réclamations, a évalué a quatre mille francs la somme due a 
Vensemble des intéressés au navire et 4 son expédition. 


Par ces Motirs, 


Le Tribunal Arbitral déclare et prononce ce qui suit: 
Pour ce qui concerne !l’ensemble de l’opération visée dans le premiére 
question posée par le Compromis, 


THE MANOUBA CASE 571 


Les différentes phases de cette opération ne doivent pas étre con- 
sidérées comme connexes en ce sens que le caractére de l’une doive, 
dans l’espéce, influer sur le caractére des autres. 

Pour ce qui concerne les différentes phases de ladite opération, 
appréciées séparément, 

Les autorités navales italiennes n’étaient pas, d’une facon générale 
et d’aprés les circonstances spéciales oi l’opération a été accomplie, en 
droit de procéder comme elles ont fait a la capture du vapeur postal 
francais ““Manouba” et a sa conduite a Cagliari; 

Le “Manouba” une fois capturé et amené a Cagliari, les autorités. 
navales italiennes étaient, d’une fagon générale et d’aprés les circon- 
stances spéciales ott l’opération a été accomplie, en droit de procéder 
comme elles ont fait a la saisie momentanée du “Manouba,” dans la 
mesure ou cette saisie ne dépassait pas les limites d’un séquestre tem- 
poraire et conditionnel, ayant pour but de contraindre le capitaine du 
“Manouba” a livrer les vingt-neuf passagers ottomans qui s’y trou- 
vaient embarqués ; 

Le “Manouba” une fois capturé, amené a Cagliari et saisi, les auto- 
rités navales italiennes étaient, d’une facon générale et d’aprés les cir- 
constances spéciales ot l’opération a été accomplie, en droit de procéder 
comme elles ont fait a l’arrestation des vingt-neuf passagers ottomans 
qui s’y trouvaient embarqués. 

Pour ce qui concerne la seconde question posée par le Compromis, 

Le Gouvernement Royal Italien sera tenu, dans les trois mois de la 
présente sentence, de verser au Gouvernement de la République Fran- 
caise la somme de quatre mille francs, qui, déduction faite des frais de 
surveillance du “Manouba” dis au Gouvernement italien, forme le 
montant des pertes et dommages é€prouvés, a raison de la capture et 
de la conduite du “Manouba” a Cagliari, par les particuliers intéressés 
au navire et a son expédition. 

Il n’y a pas lieu de donner suite aux autres réclamations contenues 
dans les conclusions des deux Parties. 

Fait 4 La Haye, dans l’Hotel de la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage, 
le 6 mai 1913. 


' Le Président: Hy. L. HAMMARSKJOLD 
Le Secrétaire général: MicHIELS VAN VERDUYNEN 
Le Secrétaire: ROELL 


Agreement for Arbitration, March 6, 1912" 


Le Gouvernement de la République Francaise et le Gouvernement 
Royal Italien, s’étant mis d’accord le 26 janvier 1912 par application 
de la Convention d’arbitrage franco-italienne du 25 décembre 1903, 
renouvelée le 24 décembre 1908 pour confier 4 un Tribunal d’arbitrage 
Yexamen de la capture et de la saisie momentanée du vapeur 
postal francais ‘“Manouba” par les autorités navales italiennes notam- 


1Official report, p. 9. 
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ment dans les circonstances spéciales ot cette opération a été accomplie 
et de l’arrestation de vingt-neuf passagers ottomans qui s’y trouvaient 
embarqués, ainsi que la mission de se prononcer sur les conséquences 
qui en dérivent, 
Les soussignés, diiment autorisés a cet effet, sont convenus du Com- 
promis suivant : 
ARTICLE 1 


Un Tribunal arbitral, composé comme il est dit ci-aprés, est chargé 
de résoudre les questions suivantes: 

1°. Les autorités navales italiennes étaient-elles, d’une facon générale 
et d’aprés les circonstances spéciales ott l’opération a été accomplie, 
en droit de procéder comme elles ont fait a la capture et a la saisie 
momentanée du vapeur postal francais ““Manouba,” ainsi qu’a l’arresta- 
tion des vingt-neuf passagers ottomans qui s’y trouvaient embarqués? 

2°. Quelles conséquences pécuniaires ou autres doivent résulter de 
la solution donnée a la question précédente? 


ARTICLE 2 


Le Tribunal sera composé de cing Arbitres que les deux Gouverne- 
ments choisiront parmi les Membres de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage 
de La Haye, en désignant celui d’entre eux qui remplira les fonctions 
de Surarbitre. 

ARTICLE 3 


A la date du 15 juin 1912, chaque Partie déposera au Bureau de la 
Cour permanente d’Arbitrage quinze exemplaires de son mémoire, avec 
les copies certifiées conformes de tous les documents et piéces qu’elle 
compte invoquer dans la cause. 

Le Bureau en assurera sans retard la transmission aux Arbitres et 
aux Parties, savoir deux exemplaires pour chaque Arbitre, trois exem- 
plaires pour la Partie adverse; deux exemplaires resteront dans les 
archives du Bureau. 

A la date du 15 aottt 1912, chaque Partie déposera dans les mémes 
conditions que ci-dessus, son contre-mémoire avec les piéces a l’appui 
et ses conclusions finales. 


ARTICLE 4 


Chacune des Parties déposera au Bureau de la Cour permanente 
d’Arbitrage de La Haye, en méme temps que son mémoire et 4 titre 
de provision, une somme qui sera fixée d’un commun accord. 


ARTICLE 5 


Le Tribunal se réunira a La Haye, sur la convocation de son Prési- 
dent, dans la deuxiéme quinzaine du mois de septembre 1912. 


ARTICLE 6 


Chaque Partie sera représentée par un Agent avec mission de servir 
d’intermédiaire entre elle et le Tribunal. 
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Le Tribunal pourra, s’il l’estime nécessaire, demander a l’un ou a 
Yautre des Agents de lui fournir des explications orales ou écrites, 
auxquelles l’Agent de la Partie adverse aura le droit de répondre. 


ARTICLE 7 


La langue frangaise est la langue du Tribunal. Chaque Partie pourra 
faire usage de sa propre langue. 


ARTICLE 8 


La sentence du Tribunal sera rendue dans le plus bref deélai 
possible et dans tous les cas dans les trente jours qui suivront la 
cloture des débats. Toutefois, ce délai pourra étre prolongé a la de- 
mande du Tribunal et du consentement des Parties. 


ARTICLE 9 


Le Tribunal est compétent pour régler les conditions d’exécution de 
sa sentence. 
ARTICLE 10 


Pour tout ce qui n’est pas prévu par le présent Compromis, les dis- 
positions de la Convention de La Haye du 18 octobre 1907 pour le 
réglement pacifique des conflits internationaux seront applicables au 
présent Arbitrage. 

Fait en double a Paris, le 6 mars 1912. 


Signé: L. RENAULT 
Signé: G. Fusinato 


THE ISLAND, OF /FIMOR CASE 


Award of the Tribunal, June 25, 1914° 


Une contestation étant survenue entre le Gouvernement royal néer- 
landais et celui de la République portugaise au sujet de la délimitation 
d’une partie de leurs possessions respectives dans l’ile de Timor, les 
deux Gouvernements ont décidé, par une Convention signée a La 
Haye le 3 avril 1913 et dont les ratifications ont été échangées dans la 
méme ville le 31 juillet suivant, d’en remettre la solution en dernier 
ressort a un arbitre, et ont a cet effet désigné d’un commun accord 
le soussigné. 

Pour comprendre le sens et la portée du compromis du 3 avril 1913, 
il y a lieu d’exposer succinctement les négociations qui ont précédé 
ce compromis. 


I 
HISTORIQUE 


L’ile de Timor, la derniére a l’orient de la série continue des iles 
de la Sonde et la plus rapprochée de l’Australie, fut découverte au 
XVI™ siécle par les Portugais; cette ile mesure environ 500 kilometres 
de longueur de l’ouest a l’est sur une largeur de 100 kilométres au 
maximum. Une haute chaine de montagnes, dont certains sommets 
atteignent prés de 3,000 métres d’altitude, sépare l’ile dans le sens de 
la longueur en deux versants. 

La partie orientale de l’ile, d’une superficie approximative de 19,000 
kilométres carrés avec ure population d’environ 300,000 habitants, est 
portugaise. La partie occidentale, avec une population évaluée en 
1907 a 131,000 habitants et une superficie d’environ 20,000 kilométres 
carrés, est sous la souveraineté des Pays-Bas, a l'exception du 
“Royaume d’Okussi et d’Ambeno,” situé sur la cOte nord-ouest au 
milieu de territoires néerlandais de tous les cotés sauf du cété de la 
mer. Ce nom de “rois” donné par les Portugais aux chefs des tribus 
s’explique par le fait que, dans la langue indigéne, on les appelle 
Leorey; la syllabe finale de ce mot a été traduite en portugais par le 
mot Rey. Les Néerlandais donnent a ces chefs le titre plus modeste 
de radjahs. 

Cette répartition territoriale entre les Pays-Bas et le Portugal repose 
sur les Accords suivants: 

Le 20 avril 1859, un traité signé a Lisbonne et diment ratifié au 
cours de l’été de 1860, avait déterminé les frontiéres respectives par le 
milieu de Vile, mais avait laissé subsister (art. 2) “I’enclave” néer- 
landaise de Maucatar au milieu des territoires portugais et “l’enclave” 


1Official report, p. 3. 
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portugaise d’Oikoussi au milieu des territoires néerlandais de l’ouest 
de Vile. I] fut stipulé (art. 3) que cette “enclave d’Oikoussi comprend 
YEtat d’Ambenu partout ot y est arboré le pavillon portugais, l’Etat 
d’Oikoussi proprement dit et celui de Noimuti.” 

Par une autre Convention signée a Lisbonne le 10 juin 1893 ct 
dument ratifiée, les deux Gouvernements, “desirant régler dans les 
conditions les plus favorables au développement de la civilisation et 
du commerce” leurs relations dans l’archipel de Timor, convinrent 
“d’établir d’une facon plus claire et plus exacte la démarcation de leurs 
possessions” dans cette ile “et de faire disparaitre les enclaves actuelle- 
ment existantes” (Préambule et art. I). Une commission d’experts 
devait étre désignée a l’effet de “formuler une proposition pouvant ser- 
vir de base a la conclusion d’une Convention ultérieure déterminant 
la nouvelle ligne de démarcation dans ladite ile’ (art. Il). En cas 
de difficultés, les deux Parties s’engageaient “a se soumettre a la 
decision). <.._d’arbitres” (art. VII), 

Cette commission mixte se rendit sur les lieux et se mit d’accord en 
1898-1899 sur la plus grande partie de la délimitation. Toutefois, 
tant sur la frontiére principale au milieu de l’ile de Timor que sur la 
frontiére du Royaume d’Okussi-Ambenu dans la partie occidentale de 
Vile, d’assez nombreuses divergences persistaient. La carte annexée 
sous N°. II indique les prétentions respectives. Une Conférence fut 
réunie a La Haye du 23 juin au 3 juillet 1902 pour tacher de les solu- 
tionner. Elle arréta le 3 juillet 1902 un projet qui fut transformé en 
Convention diplomatique signée a La Haye le 1 octobre 1904 et 
diment ratifiée. 

Les résultats sommaires de cette Convention de 1904 sont figurés 
sur la carte transparente annexée sous N°. I; la superposition de la 
carte transparente N°. I sur la carte N°. II permet de constater que le 
Portugal a cbtenu, au centre de l’ile de Timor, l’enclave néerlandaise 
de Maukatar, et que les Pays-Bas ont obtenu dans cette méme région 
le Tahakay et le Tamira Ailala. D’autre part, au nord-ouest de Tile 
de Timor et au sud du territoire désigné par le traité de 1859 sous le 
nom d’enclave d’Oikussi, les Pays-Bas obtiennent le Noimuti. Enfin 
la limite orientale contestée de ce territoire d’Oikussi-Ambeno est fixée 
théoriquement selon une ligne A—C qui devra étre “arpentée et in- 
diquée sur le terrain dans le plus court délai possible.” (Actes de ta 
Conférence de 1902, séances du 27 juin, pages 10 et 11, et du 28 juin, 
page 12; Convention du 1* octobre 1904, article 4.) La ligne A-C 
admise en Conférence fut définie a l’article 3 chiffre 10 de la Conven- 
tion de 1904 dans les termes suivants: “A partir de ce point” (le 
confluent de la Noél Bilomi avec l’Oé-Sunan) “la limite suit le thalweg 
de !’Oé-Sounan, traverse autant que possible Nipani et Kelali (Keli), 
gagne la source de la Noél Meto et suit le thalweg de cette riviére 
jusqu’a son embouchure.” 

Tout semblait terminé, lorsque les commissaires délimitateurs arrivés 
sur les lieux en juin 1909 pour les opérations du bornage de la frontiére 
orientale de l’Oikussi-Ambeno ne purent se mettre d’accord et dé- 
cidérent d’en référer a leurs Gouvernements. Les deux Gouverne- 
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ments ne purent pas davantage se mettre d’accord et décidérent de re- 
courir a un arbitrage. Quelle était cette difficulté rencontrée par les 
commissaires délimitateurs ? 

II 


LA DIFFICULTE QUI A PROVOQUE L’ ARBITRAGE 


En procédant aux trauvaux de délimitation de la frontiére orientale 
de l’Oikussi-Ambeno, les commissaires avaient commencé au nord, sur 
la cote, et remonté dans la direction du sud le cours de la riviére Noel 
Meto, qui devait servir de frontiére de son embouchure a sa source. 
Ces opérations eurent lieu entre le 1% et le 10 juin 1909, et une borne 
fut placée a la source de la Noél Meto. Cette source étant dominée 
par des falaises abruptes impossibles a franchir, les commissaires 
résolurent une reconnaissance générale du terrain entre la partie sep- 
tentrionale et la partie méridionale du territoire encore a délimiter, 
c‘est-a-dire entre la source de la Noél Meto au nord et la riviére 
Noél Bilomi au sud. 

Au nord, un premier dissentiment surgit: La carte (voir annexe 
III) signée en 1904 en méme temps que la Convention, portait le 
mot Kelali accompagné entre parenthéses du mot Keli. Les délégués 
néerlandais soutinrent que le mot Keli désigne, sur le sommet du 
mont Kelali, un point spécial situé a l’ouest de la source de la Noel 
Meto entre deux pierres “en pic” et qui a été indiqué par les indigénes 
du Tumbaba (néerlandais) comme la limite entre eux et les indigénes 
(portugais) de l’Ambeno: ce point est, d’aprés les commissaires néer- 
landais, une “magnifique limite” naturelle qui suit 4 peu prés la limite 
figurée sur la carte de 1904. Les commissaires portugais au contraire 
proposaient “de suivre . . . quelques thalwegs dans le terrain 
a l’est de la ligne proposée par les délégués néerlandais, en partant de 
la méme borne” placée a la source de la Noél Meto. La commission 
décida d’arpenter les deux lignes et de laisser la solution aux autorités 
supérieures. 

Dans la partie sud, sur la riviére Bilomi, les commissaires constatent, 
dans leur séance du 17 juin 1909, qu’ils ont suivi de l’ouest a l’est le 
cours de la Nono Nisi (ou Nise) puis le cours de la Noél Bilomi et 
quils ont maintenant “attemt lendroit (ou la commission de 1889 
avait terminé son travail) ow il faut continuer l'arpentage vers le nord.” 
Ce point avait été désigné dans la Convention de 1904, article 3, 
chiffres 9 et 10, et sur la carte y annexée, comme le confluent de la 
Noel Bilomi et de ’?Oe Sunan. “Les quatre délégués constatent qu’d 
cet endroit, il y a deux affluents venant du nord, mais qu’aucun d’eux 
ne Sappelle TO& Sunan.” 

Les délégués néerlandais exposent alors que la contrée située entre 
ces deux affluents est nommée Sunan, qu’ils ne connaissent d’ailleurs 
aucun affluent de la Noél Bilomi portant le nom d’Oé Sunan et qu’il 
n’en existe pas; ils insistent donc pour que la ligne frontiére soit 
arpentée vers le nord a partir du point désigné sur les cartes de 1899 
_ et de 1904. 
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Les délégués portugais font observer qu’une riviére nommée Oé 
Sunan ou Oil Sunan, qui n’est, il est vrai, pas un affluent de la Bilomi, 
existe plus a l’est et a sa source “tout prés du Bilomi.” 

Les commissaires décident 4 l’unanimité d’arpenter les deux lignes 
“en partant du point’ indiqué sur les cartes de 1899 et de 1904 et “ow 
la commission de 1899 a terminé son travail,’ savoir la ligne proposée 
par les délégués néerlandais dans la direction du nord et la ligne 
désirée par les Portugais dans la direction de l’est (séance du 17 juin 
1909, Premier Mémoire portugais, page 27). 

A la séance du 21 juin 1909 et au cours de l’arpentage de la ligne 
frontiére proposée par les délégués portugais dans la direction de 1’est 
en remontant la riviére Noél Bilomi, “les quatre délégués constatent 
unanimement qu’ils n’ont pas rencontré un affluent (de la Noél Bilomi) 
nommé |’Oé-Sunan.” Les Délégués néerlandais font observer que la 
Bilomi a, dans cette région, changé de nom, a quoi leurs collégues por- 
tugais répliquent “que la riviére de Bilomi continue toujours, mais 
que, suivant les usages indigénes, elle porte le nom de la contrée qu’elle 
traverse.” Enfin et surtout, les délégués portugais font observer qu’a 
peu de distance de la Bilomi se trouve, sur la rive nord, un mont 
Kinapua, sur le versant opposé duquel se trouve une riviére portant 
le nom d’Oé Sunan et qui coule vers le nord. II suffirait de suivre 
le cours de cette riviére, de remonter ensuite la riviére Noi Fulan et 
de relier enfin la source de celle-ci avec la source de la Noél Meto 
déja reconnue par la commission mixte. 

Les délégués néerlandais déclarent inutile de procéder a la recon- 
naissance de cette riviére, car le mont Kinapua et la limite qui résulte- 
rait de la proposition portugaise sont en dehors du territoire qui 
était contesté en 1899; le mont Tasona figure sur la carte de 1899 sur 
Vextréme limite orientale des prétentions portugaises d’alors, préten- 
tions que le traité de 1904 a écartés; il ne saurait donc étre question 
dune délimitation allant encore plus loins vers l’est. 

Les travaux de la Commission mixte furent suspendus et la ques- 
tion, portée sur le terrain diplomatique, donna lieu a un long échange 
de correspondances entre les cabinets de La Haye et de Lisbonne. 

Ces correspondances ont abouti a l’accord de 1913 confiant a l’arbitre 
le mandat de décider, d’aprés “les données fournies par les parties,” 
et, en se basant sur les principes généraux du droit, comment doit étre 
fixée, conformément a l’art. 3, 10 de la Convention conclue 4 La Haye 
le 1°7 octobre 1904 . . ., la limite 4 partir de la Noél Bilomi 
jusqu’a la source de la Noel Meto.” 


III 
LE POINT DE VUE PORTUGAIS 


Les principaux arguments invoqués par le Gouvernement de la 
République portugaise en faveur de la thése soutenue par ses commis- 
saires délimitateurs peuvent étre résumés comme suit: : 

1. Au point ott les travaux de délimitation de 1899 ont été arrétés 
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et ott, d’aprés le traité de 1904 et d’aprés la carte y annexée, la Noel 
Bilomi doit recevoir un affluent du nom de l’Oé Sunan, il est reconnu 
d’un commun accord qu’il n’existe aucun affluent de ce nom. 

2. Il existe au contraire, plus a l’est, une riviére Oe Sunan qui n’est 
pas, il est vrai, un affluent de la Bilomi, mais qui prend sa sources tres 
prés de cette riviére Bilomi, sur le versant nord de la montagne 
Kinapua; sur le mont Kinapua se trouve une borne proclamée par de 
nombreux chefs indigénes comme ayant servi de limite reconnue entre 
les Ambenos portugais et les Tumbabas néerlandais. De ce méme 
mont Kinapua descend vers la Bilomi un ruisseau, et, du sommet, ces 
deux cours d’eau semblent se continuer. D’aprés les chefs indigenes, 
le cours de cette riviére Oé Sunan est la limite historique et naturelle 
entre les Ambenos portugais d’une part et les Tumbabas et les Amako- 
nos néerlandais d’autre part. 

3. Les mémes chefs indigénes font rentrer dans l’Ambeno toute la 
région comprise entre cette riviére d’Oé Sunan a l’est, la riviére 
Ni Fullan au nord, et le territoire incontestablement portugais de 
.?Oikoussi Ambeno a l’ouest des monts Kelalai et Netton. Sur une 
carte privée publiée 4 Batavia, le nom.d’Ambeno se trouve méme en 
entier inscrit dans la partie revendiquée a tort aujourd’hui par les 
Pays-Bas. 

4, Le traité de 1859 pose en principe que les Etats indigénes ne 
doivent pas étre séparés, morcelés; or la délimitation proposée par les 
Pays-Bas coupe le territoire des Ambenos et priverait ces indigénes de 
leurs paturages et terrains maraichers qui se trouveraient par la situés 
a Vorient de la frontiére et en territoire néerlandais. 

5. Rien ne prouve que le bornage a effectuer doive nécessairement 
commencer au point ot le travail de délimitation avait été suspendu 
en 1899 a la suite d’hostilités entre les indigénes et marqué sur les 
cartes au confluent de la Bilomi avec le ruisseau l’Oé Sunan qui n’existe 
pas en réalité a cet endroit. A cet endroit se trouvent deux affluents: 
le Kaboun et le Nono-Off. Pourquoi suivre vers le nord le cours du 
Kaboun plutot que celui du Nono-Offi qui vient du nord-est et qui se 
jette au méme point dans la Bilomi? 

Dans la pensée du Gouvernement portugais, on a voulu seulement 
donner dans les cartes de 1899 et 1904 aux commissaires délimitateurs 
“un graphique destiné a fixer les idées, et comme une vague et simple 
indication de ce qui devait étre réglé plus tard.” 

La véritable intention des Signataires du traité de 1904 a été de 
suivre le cours de l’Oé Sunan, 1a ott il est en réalité, c’est-a-dire beau- 
coup plus a l’est. Rien n’empéche donc, dans l’esprit du traité, de 
remonter la Bilomi jusqu’au point le plus rapproché de la source du 
vrai Oé Sunan, source si rapprochée du cours de la Bilomi qu’elle en 
[est] presque un affluent. 

6. La ligne proposée par les Pays-Bas qui, d’aprés le traité de 1904, 
doit “traverser autant que possible Nipani et Kelalai (Keli)” ne tra- 
verse pas Nipani, mais touche seulement Fatu Nipani, c’est-d-dire 
Pextrémité occidentale de Nipani. Elle ne répond donc pas au pro- 
gramme de 1904. 
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7. La ligne proposée par les Pays-Bas ne constitue pas une frontiére 
naturelle, tandis que celle suggerée par le Portugal suit des cours 
d’eau sur presque tout son parcours. 


IV 


; LE POINT DE VUE NEERLANDAIS 


Les principaux arguments du Gouvernement royal néerlandais 
peuvent étre résumés comme suit: 

1. Le traité de 1859 n’avait nullement prescrit d’une facon impéra- 
tive que les territoires indigénes ne doivent pas étre devisés ou mor- 
celés. I] a, au contraire, attribué au Portugal “l’Etat d’Ambenu par- 
tout ot y est arboré le pavillon portugais,”’ sanctionnant ainsi non 
seulement la division d’un Etat indigéne, mais précisément la division 
de l’Etat d’Ambenu et cela dans les termes suivants: “La Néerlande 
céde au Portugal . . . cette partie de l’Etat d’Ambenu ou d’Am- 
beno qui, depuis plusieurs années, a arboré le pavillon portugais.” 

Au surplus, le traité de 1859 a pu étre et a été effectivement modifié 
par les traités subséquents et ce sont les traités subséquents qui, 
aujourd’hui, doivent seuls étre pris en considération la ot ils ont 
modifié le traité de 1859. 

2. Il n’existe aucune incertitude sur le point auquel les commissaires 
délimitateurs se sont arrétés en 1899. Ce point a servi de base aux 
négociations de 1902 et a été repéré sur la carte (annexe III) signée 
alors par les négociateurs des deux Pays pour étre jointe au projet 
de traité. Ce projet de 1902 est devenu le traité de 1904. C’est de ce 
point et non d’un autre que part la ligne A-C, admise en 1902 comme 
devant former la frontiére (carte annexe 1). Cette ligne A-C se dirige 
de ce point vers le nord jusqu’a la source de la riviére Noél Meto et 
la frontiére doit suivre ensuite ce cours d’eau jusqu’a son embouchure 
dans la mer au nord. 

L’emplacement de la source de la Noel Meto a été contradictoire- 
ment reconnu en 1909; une borne y a été plantée d’un commun accord. 
La discussion ne porte que sur le tracé entre cette source et le point A 
situé a l’endroit ott les commissaires se sont arrétés en 1899. 

3. Sur la carte officielle de 1899 (annexe IV) comme sur la carte 
officielle de 1904 (annexe III), figure au point dont il s’agit un affluent 
venant du nord et auquel on a, par une erreur que les Pays-Bas ne 
contestent pas, donné a tort le nom d’Oé Sunan. Cet affluent, qui 
porte en réalité chez les Tumbabas le nom de Kabun et chez les Ambe- 
nos celui de Leos, répond entiérement a l’intention des Parties con- 
tractantes, qui était de suivre, a partir du point A, un affluent venant 
du nord dans la direction AC. L’erreur de nom a d’autant moins de 
portée que, trés fréquemment dans la région, les cours d’eau portent 
plusieurs noms, ou changent de nom, ou portent le nom de la contrée 
qwils traversent; or la région a l’est du Kabun ou Leos (I’O¢ Sunan 
de 1904) porte, d’aprés le Gouvernement portugais, le nom a conson- 
nance analogue d’Hue Son, et d’aprés les commissaires néerlandais 
celui de Sunan, ce qui peut expliquer l’erreur des commissaires. 
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4. Les chefs indigénes de l’Amakono (néerlandais) ont déclaré 
(commission mixte, séance du 21 février 1899) que leur pays com- 
prend toute la région “située entre l’Oé Sunan, Nipani, Kelali-Keli, et 
la Noél Meto (a l’ouest), la mer de Timor (au nord), la Noel Boll 
Bass, les sommets Humusu et Kin Napua (a l’est), Tasona, la Noel 
Boho et la Noél Bilomi (au sud).” Or la frontiére occidentale décrite 
ici et indiquée dés 1899 comme séparant les Amakonos (néerlandais) 
de l’Ambeno (portugais) est précisément celle qui a été consacrée par 
le traité de 1904. L’Oé Sunan qui y figure ne peut étre que le cours 
d’eau auquel on a donné a tort mais d’un commun accord ce nom 
dans les cartes officielles de 1899 et de 1904, c’est-a-dire un cours d’eau 
situé a louest du territoire contesté, et non le prétendu Oé Sunan 
actuellement invoqué par le Portugal, et qui est situé sur la fronti€re 
orientale du territoire contesté. Le traité de 1904 a attribué aux 
Pays-Bas ce territoire contesté. C’est donc bien le cours d’eau, peu 
importe son nom, situé a l’ouest dudit territoire que les parties ont 
entendu adopter comme limite. 

La preuve que le Portugal n’a pu, en 1899 et 1904, avoir en vue la 
riviére orientale a laquelle il donne maintenant le nom d’Oé Sunan, 
est fournie par le fait qu’a la séance du 21 février 1899, ses commis- 
saires ont proposé comme limite une ligne partant du point ot la 
riviére appelée alors Oé Sunan se jette dans la Bilomi et remontant 
ensuite vers l’est la Noél Bilomi jusqu’a Nunkalai (puis traversant 
Tasona et, a partir de Kin Napua se dirigeant vers le nord jusqu’a 
Humusu et a la source de la Noel Boll Bass dont le cours aurait servi 
de frontiére jusqu’a son embouchure dans la mer). Cette proposition 
portugaise de 1899 serait incompréhensible s’il s’agissait d’une riviére 
autre que celle figurant sur les cartes officielles de 1899 et 1904 sous 
le nom d’Oé€ Sunan; comment pourrait-il étre question d’une autre 
riviére Oé Sunan située a l’est de Nunkalai, alors que Nunkalai est, en 
réalité, a l’ouest de ce nouvel Oé Sunan découvert par les Portugais 
et non pas a l’est? 

5. Deux enquétes récentes instituées par les autorités néerlandaises 
de Vile de Timor ont, d’ailleurs, confirmé qu’aucune riviére du nom 
d’Oé Sunan ne prend sa source sur le mont Kinapua; la riviére qui 
prend sa source sur le versant nord, a une certaine distance du 
sommet, porte les noms de Poeamesse ou de Noiepolan et se jette a 
Fatoe Metassa (Fatu Mutassa des Portugais) dans la Noél Manama, 
la Ni Fullan des cartes portugaises (Second Mémoire néerlandais, 
chiffre VII, page 6). 

6. Il est exact que la ligne proposée par les Pays-Bas ne traverse pas 
le territoire de Nipani, mais le traité de 1904 ne l’exige pas. II stipule 
que la ligne destinée a relier la source de l’Oé Sunan a la source de la 
Noel Meto traversera “autant que possible Nipani.’’ Comme le terri- 
toire 4 délimiter était inexploré, les mots “autant que possible” étaient 
justifiés ; en fait, la ligne suggérée par les Pays-Bas, si elle ne traverse 
pas tout le territoire de Nipani, en traverse l’extrémité occidentale ap- 
pelée Fatu Nipani. Or, d’aprés les déclarations consignées au procés- 
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verbal de délimitation du 21 février 1899, les indigénes, en désignant 
Oe Sunan, Nipani, Kelali et la Noél Meto comme la frontiére orien- 
tale de l’Okussi Ambeno (portugais) et comme la frontiére occidentale 
de ’Amakono (néerlandais), avaient eu en vue la masse rocheuse de 
Fatu Nipani formant l’extrémité occidentale de Nipani. 

7. La frontiére proposée par les Pays-Bas est une frontiére naturelle 
formée par une chaine de montagnes séparant partout les cours d’eau. 

Il n’a jamais été prescrit ou recommandé en 1902-1904 de suivre 
avant tout des cours d’eau comme limite, et, sur la frontiére méri- 
dionale de l’Okussi-Ambeno, on a, sur plusieurs points, notamment 
lorsque la ligne passait du bassin d’une riviére dans un autre, placé 
des bornes d’un commun accord (Voir notamment l’art. 3 de la Con- 
vention de 1904, chiffres 2, 3 et 4). 

Il suffira aussi de quelques bornes pour délimiter la frontiére sur 
la ligne de faite proposée par les Pays-Bas. 

Le tracé réclamé par le Portugal exigerait d’ailleurs lui aussi des 
bornes dans la région du mont Kinapua entre la Bilomi et le prétendu 
nouvel Oé Sunan, et en outre dans la région entre la source de la Noél 
Meto et la riviére a laquelle les Portugais donnent le nom de Ni Fulan 
c’est-a-dire aux deux extrémités du tracé portugais. 

8. La ligne que le Portugal propose aujourd’hui reproduit en sub- 
stance ses prétentions de 1899 et de 1902 dans cette région. Or il est 
incontestable qu’en acceptant a la Conférence de 1902 et en consignant 
dans le traité de 1904 la ligne AC, le Portugal a cédé un territoire 
auquel il prétendait auparavant. I] ne saurait équitablement revendi- 
quer aujourd’hui ce méme territoire. 


Vi 
LES REGLES DE DROIT APPLICABLES 


A teneur de l’article 2 du compromis, l’arbitre doit baser sa décision 
non seulement sur les traités en vigueur entre les Pays-Bas et le Por- 
tugal relatifs a la délimitation de leurs possessions dans Vile de Timor, 
mais aussi sur “les principes généraux du droit international.” 

Il est presque superflu de rappeler ces principes. 

Heffter, Volkerrechts, § 94, s’exprime, par exemple, comme suit: 
“Tous les traités obligent 4 l’exécution loyale et complete, non pas 
seulement de ce qui a été littéralement promis, mais de ce a quoi on 
s'est engagé, et aussi de ce qui est conforme a l’essence de tout traité 
quelconque comme a l’intention concordante des contractants (c’est- 
a-dire 4 ce qu’on appelle l’esprit des traités).”” Heffter ajoute § 95: 
“L’interprétation des traités doit, sans le doute, se faire conformément 
a l’intention réciproque constatable, et aussi conformément a ce qui 
peut étre présumé, entre Parties agissant loyalement et raisonnable- 
ment, avoir été promis par l’une a l’autre a teneur des termes em- 
ployés.” ; 

Rivier, Principes du droit des gens, I1, N°. 157, formule les mémes 
pénsees dans les termes suivants: “Il faut avant tout constater la 
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commune intention des parties: id quod actum est . . . La bonne 
foi dominant toute cette matiére, les traités doivent étre interprétés 
non pas exclusivement selon leur lettre, mais selon leur esprit : 
Les principes de l’interprétation des traités sont, en somme, et mutatis 
mutandis, ceux de l’interprétation des conventions entre particuliers, 
principes de bon sens et d’expérience formulés déja par les Prudents 
de Rome” (Ulpien, L. 34, au Digeste De R. J. 50.17: “Semper in stipu- 
lationibus et in ceteris contractibus id sequimur quod actum est’’). 

Entre particuliers, les régles auxquelles Rivier renvoie ont été 
formulées dans les principaux codes en termes suffsamment précis 
pour se passer de commentaires: 

Code civil francais, néerlandats, etc., art. 1156-1157. “On doit dans 
les Conventions rechercher quelle a été la commune intention des 
parties, plutét que de s'arréter au sens littéral des termes. Lorsqu’une 
clause est susceptible de deux sens, on doit plutot l’entendre dans celui 
avec lequel elle peut avoir quelque effet, que dans le sens avec lequel 
elle n’en pourrait produire aucun.” Code civil allemand de 1896, art. 
133: “Pour Vinterprétation d’une déclaration de volonté, il faut 
rechercher la volonté réelle et ne pas s’en tenir au sens littéral de lex- 
pression (Bei der Auslegung einer Willenserklarung ist der wirkliche 
Wille zu erforschen und nicht an dem buchstablichen Sinne des Aus- 
drucks zu haften.’ Code civil portugais de 1867, art. 684. Code 
suisse des obligations de rorz, art. 18: “Pour apprécier la forme et 
les clauses d’un contrat, il y a lieu de rechercher la réelle et commune 
intention des parties, sans s'arréter aux expressions ou dénominations 
inexactes dont elles ont pu se servir, soit par erreur, soit pour déguiser 
la nature véritable de la Convention.” 

Il est inutile d’insister, le droit des gens comme le droit privé étant 
sur ce point entiérement concordants. 

Il ne reste plus qu’a faire application aux circonstances de la cause 
de ces régles et a rechercher quelle a été la réelle et commune intention 
des Pays-Bas et du Portugal lors des négociations de 1902 qui ont 
abouti a la Convention de 1904. 


Wil 
L’INTENTION DES PARTIES EN SIGNANT LA CONVENTION DE 1904 


1. Le traité de Lisbonne du 10 juin 1893 avait eu pour but de 
chercher a établir une démarcation plus claire et plus exacte des 
possessions respectives dans l’ile de Timor et de faire disparaitre les 
“enclaves actuellement existantes” (art. 1°). Les “enclaves” figurant 
sous ce nom au traité antérieur signé a Lisbonne le 20 avril 1859, 
étaient celles de Maucatar (art. 2, premier alinéa) et d’Oi Koussi (art. 
2, second alinéa, et art. 3, premier alinéa). 

Lorsqu’en juin 1902, les Délégués des deux Gouvernements se 
réunirent a La Haye pour chercher a concilier les propositions diver- 
gentes des commissaires délimitateurs envoyés sur les lieux en 1898— 
1899, les délégués furent immédiatement d’accord pour attribuer au 


THE ISLAND OF TIMOR CASE 583 


Portugal l’enclave néerlandaise de Maucatar au centre de Vile de 
Timor, et aux Pays-Bays l’enclave portugaise de Noimuti, au sud du 
“royaume” d’Ambeno. A la séance du 26 juin, les Portugais demande- 
rent, au milieu de Vile, toute la partie du territoire de Fialarang située 
a lest de la riviére Mota Bankarna (voir la carte annexe II); ils 
soutinrent en outre que le royaume d’Ambeno confinant a la mer ne 
pouvait pas plus étre considéré comme une enclave que la Belgique, 
le Portugal ou les Pays-Bas et qu’il ne pouvait donc étre question de 
l’attribuer a la Néerlande; ils revendiquérent aussi pour l’Ambeno tout 
le Hinterland de la cote comprise au nord entre les embouchures de la 
Noel Meto et de la Noél Boll Bass. Ce Hinterland devait s’étendre 
au sud jusqu’a la riviére Noél Bilomi et suivre cette riviére de l’ouest 
a l’est entre le point auquel les commissaires délimitateurs s’étaient, 4 
Vouest, arrétés en 1899 et, a l’est, un lieu dénommé Nunkalai sur la 
carte dessinée alors en commun par les commissaires délimitateurs 
des deux Pays.—Les limites de ce territoire contesté ayant été dés- 
signées par les quatre lettres A B C D sur une carte (voir annexe II) 
présentée par les Délégués néerlandais a la Conférence de 1902 la dis- 
cussion s’engagea sur la ligne occidentale AC préconisée par les Pays- 
Bas, et la ligne orientale BD réclamée par le Portugal. 

Sur la carte ci-annexée sous N°. IV, on a reproduit les prétentions 
respectives, telles qu’elles résultent de la carte signée en commun par 
tous les commissaires délimitateurs, 4 Kcepang, le 16 février 1899. 

Les délégués néerlandais déclarérent a la Conférence du 26 juin 
1902 que les chefs du territoire de Fialarang, au milieu de Vile de 
Timor, se refusaient absolument a passer sous la souveraineté du 
Portugal, en sorte qu’il n’était pas ou n’était plus possible de supprimer 
cette pointe que le territoire néerlandais fait dans cette région en terri- 
toire portugais (Voir carte II). 

Le premier délégué portugais répliqua qu’il ne fallait pas trop se 
“laisser guider par des préoccupations d’humanité envers les peuples 
de Vile de Timor; pour des cas peu graves, ces tribus quittent leur sol 
natal pour s’établir ailleurs, et ils ont plusieurs fois quitté le territoire 
néerlandais pour s’établir dans le territoire portugais et inversement.” 
Finalmente, le Délégué portugais renonca au territoires des Fialarangs 
au milieu de l’ile de Timor, mais demanda que la frontiére orientale de 
l’Oikoussi fit fixée “selon la proposition des commissaires néer- 
landais de 1899.” (Voir cette proposition dans le procés-verbal de la 
séance tenue a Kcepang le 8 février 1899 dans le premier Mémoire por- 
tugais, p. 24.) 

Le lendemain 27 juin, le premier Délégué néerlandais accepta la 
proposition portugaise, mais, pour éviter tout malentendu, réclama 
pour son Gouvernement “la certitude absolue que la limite orientale 
d’Okussi représentée par la ligne A C sera démarquée autant que pos- 
sible sur le terrain méme.” 

Il y avait, en effet, malentendu, car le premier délégué portugais 
répondit que sa proposition de la veille “ne disait pas que la frontiére 
a l’est d’Oikussi sera formée par la ligne A C, mais au contraire par 
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la ligne proposée par la commission mixte de 1899 et indiquée par les 
lettres A B.” 

Le premier délégué néerlandais répliqua aussit6t que, “si la ligne 
AC n’est pas acceptée comme frontiére a l’est d’Oikoussi (et si les 
demandes néerlandaises pour la frontiére au centre de Timor ne sont 
pas agréées) . . . les délégués néerlandais retirent leurs consente- 
ment a la proposition portugaise . . . Jamais ils ne pourraient 
soumettre 4 leur Gouvernement un projet ne satisfaisant pas a ces 
conditions.”—Le délégué néerlandais termina en déclarant que, si un 
accord amiable sur ces bases n’intervenait pas, les Pays-Bas recour- 
raient a l’arbitrage prévu par la Convention de 1893 sur la “question 
des enclaves,” donnant ainsi a entendre qu’en cas de refus de la ligne 
A C pour la frontiére orientale de l’Ambeno, les Pays-Bas soule- 
veraient la question beaucoup plus vaste de savoir si la totalité de 
V’Ambeno n’était pas une enclave pouvant revenir logiquement a la 
Néerlande, puisque l’Ambeno avait été a plusieurs reprises désigné 
comme enclave dans le traité de 1859 et puisqu’un des buts de la Con- 
vention de 1893 était la “suppression des enclaves.” 

A la séance du 28 juin, les délégués portugais “ayant examiné 
sérieusement la proposition des délégués néerlandais, émise dans la 
séance du 27 juin, ont résolu d’accepter cette proposition, ainsi que 
les conditions posées par eux (par les délégués néerlandais) a ce 
sujet.” 

Il importait de reproduire avec détails cette discussion, parce 
qu’elle jette un jour décisif sur la réelle et commune intention des 
Parties—-Le Portugal s’est déclaré satisfait de la situation qui 
lui était offerte. Au milieu de Vile de Timor, il gagnait la grande 
enclave de Maukatar; s’il n’y gagnait pas le pays des Fialarangs, 
i! conservait dans l’ouest de Vile de Timor l’Oikussi Ambeno et 
évitait d’avoir a discuter devant des arbitres la question délicate 
de savoir si ce royaume était ou non une “enclave” susceptib 
d’étre attribuée en entier aux Pays-Bas; le Portugal a préféré da?n+ 
ces circonstances renoncer a la partie orientale contestée de l’Oiku' 
Ambeno plutodt que de risquer d’y perdre davantage ou méme d’y 
perdre tout; il a trouvé, en un mot, dans l’ensemble de la négocia- 
tion, des compensations jugées par lui suffsantes a Vabandon de 
la ligne B D et de la ligne intermédiaire A B qu’il réclamait.—Il a 
finalement accepté la ligne A C réclamée sine qua non par les Pays- 
Bas. 

Il est donc certain que cette ligne A C doit, dans l’intention des 
Parties, étre considérée comme une concession faite par le Portugal 
aux Pays-Bas et ce fait a été proclamé par les Délégués portugais 
eux-mémes dans le Mémoire qu’ils ont remis a la séance du 26 juin 
1902, au cours des Conférences de La Haye, en ces termes: “ces terri- 
toires représentent une réduction considerable des frontiéres du roya- 
ume d’Ocussi-Ambenou.” 

2. Qu’est-ce que la ligne A C? 

a) Et d’abord ot est le point C? A l’embouchure de la riviére Noél 
Meto dans la mer de Timor au nord de Vile. Aucune contestation 
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n’existe a ce sujet, et la Convention de 1904, article 3, chiffre 10, stipule 
expressément que la frontiére suit le thalweg de la Noél Meto de sa 
source a son embouchure——Entre 1899 et 1902-1904, le Portugal 
prétendait au contraire a tout le territoire a l’est de la Noel Meto 
jusqu’a la riviére Noél Boll Bass; l’embouchure de la Noél Boll Bass 
était le point B, terminus nord de la ligne A B revendiquée par le 
Portugal (Proposition portugaise, séance du 21 février 1899, 2° 
Mémoire néerlandais annexe II, Procés-verbaux des Conférences de 
La Haye 1902, page 10, et cartes ci-annexées I et II). 

Si l’emplacement du point C n’est pas contesté, il est cependant utile 
de constater que l’adoption en 1904, comme ligne de démarcation, du 
cours de la Noél Meto plutot que du cours de la Noél Boll Bass 
prouve l’intention générale de ramener la frontiére vers l’ouest. 

b) L’emplacement de la source de la Noél Meto a été déterminé et 
une borne y a été planté d’un commun accord (procés-verbal du 14 
juin 1909, 1° Mémoire portugais, page 26). Toute cette partie du 
tracé est ainsi définitivement réglée. (Voir carte annexe VI.) 

c) OU est maintenant, a l’autre extrémité de la ligne, le point A 
convenu a la Conférence de 1902? Les Pays-Bas soutiennent que ce 
point A se trouve la ot se termina la reconnaissance de 1899 et ot les 
commissaires durent arréter leurs travaux a cause d’hostilité entre les 
tribus indigénes, c’est-a-dire au point ot les commissaires aprés avoir 
suivi la Nono Balena, la Nono Nive et la Noél Bilomi, ont atteint le 
confluent de cette derniére riviére avec une autre venant du nord et a 
laquelle avait été attribué d’un commun accord le nom d’Oé Sunan. 

Toute la ligne de démarcation dans cette partie occidentale et in- 
férieure du bassin de la Bilomi a été sanctionée et définitivement admise 
comme frontiére par le traité de 1904, article 3, chiffre 9. Lors de 
la reconnaissance postérieure du 17 juin 1909, il est constaté au procés- 
verbal que ce point n’est pas douteux: “On décide unanimement que 
de ce point, c’est-d-dire le point ow la commission de 1899 a terminé 
son travail, Varpentage sera poursuivi.” (1° Mémoire néerlandais, 
annexe III, page 4, 1° Mémoire portugais, page 27.) La divergence 
se produit seulement sur ce qu’il y a lieu de faire d partir de ce point, 
soit vers le nord (demande néerlandaise) soit dans la direction de 
lest (demande portugaise). Or ce point, celui auquel les travaux 
avaient été suspendus en 1899, celui a partir duquel des divergences 
s’étaient produites entre 1899 et 1902, a été marqué sur la carte officielle 
signée contradictoirement par les commissaires délimitateurs des deux 
Pays le 16 février 1899; c’est ce méme point qui a été envisagé lorsqu’a 
la Conférence de La Haye de 1902, les délégués des deux Etats ont 
solutionné le différend en se pronongant pour une frontiére se dirigeant 
vers le nord et désignée sous le nom de ligne A C. En plagcant cette 
carte du 16 février 1899 (annexe IV ci-jointe) sous la carte annexée 
a la Convention de 1904 (annexe III ci-jointe), on constate qu’il y a 
concordance absolue entre elles quant a l’emplacement du point dont 
il s’agit. 

Le Gouvernement portugais ne conteste d’ailleurs pas trés vive- 
ment l’emplacement du point A, car dans son premier Mémoire il 
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s’exprime comme suit, page 10: “On ne prétend pas nier que la ligne 
ne part du point A, auquel se rapportent les proces-verbaux des négo- 
ciations, vers le point C. Ce qu’on discute, ce sont ses inflexions 
subordonnées . . .” et plus loin, page 15: “On ne conteste pas que 
la frontiére dont il s’agit ne parte du point ot les arpenteurs ont été 
empéchés d’aller plus loin: ce qu’on nie, c’est qu’on ait eu lintention de 
la diriger de la directement vers le nord.” 

De ce qui précéde, il résulte pour l’arbitre la certitude que trois 
points de la ligne A C sont diment établis, incontestables et méme 
incontestés : le point C au nord, la source de la Noél Meto au milieu et 
le point A au sud, a l’endroit ot les travaux de délimitation ont été 
suspendus en 1899. Ces trois points correspondent certainement a 
Vintention des Parties lorsqu’elles ont négocié le projet de convention 
de 1902 et l’ont transformé en convention en 1904. Admettre une 
autre solution quant a l’emplacement du point A serait d’ailleurs remet- 
tre en question la frontiére convenue pour le cours inférieur de la 
Noél Bilomi par le chiffre 9 de l’article 3 du traité de 1904; or ce 
chiffre 9 n’est pas contesté et n’est pas en cause. 

3. Il reste 4 examiner maintenant la partie de la ligne A C comprise 
entre le point A au sud et la source de la Noel Meto au milieu de cette 
ligne A C. 

Ici encore et toujours, il faut rechercher l’intention réelle et concor- 
dante des Parties au moment ot elles ont contracté: 

En 1902, deux propositions étaient en présence: Celle du Portugal 
avait été formulée comme suit dans le procés-verbal de la séance des 
commissaires délimitateurs tenue a Kcepang le 21 février 1899 (annexe 
II au 2™° Mémoire néerlandais) : “De ce dernier point (le point A), 
le long de la Noél Bilomi jusqu’a Nunkalai, de la traversant Tasona, 
Kin Napua, Humusu, jusqu’a la source de la Noél Boll Bass; puis le 
long de cette riviére jusqu’a l’embouchure.” Aux Conférences de La 
Haye de 1902, ce tracé (D B) fut abandonné dés la séance du 26 juin 
par la Délégation portugaise et remplacé par la demande d’un tracé 
intermédiaire et diagonal A B qui prenait pour frontiére au nord-est 
le cours de la Noél Boll Bass au lieu de la Noél Meto (voir la carte 
ci-jointe II). Le 28 juin, la délégation portugaise abandonnait cette 
ligne de retraite A B, reculait vers l’ouest de la Noél Boll Bass a la 
Noél Meto (voir carte ci-jointe II), et acceptait la ligne A C réclamée 
par les Pays-Bas. Cette ligne A C était aussitdt tracée sur une carte qui 
a été annexée officiellement au traité de 1904 (voir carte annexe III). 

Sur cette carte, la frontiére, partant du point A auquel aboutissait 
la frontiére incontestée du cours inférieur de la Noél Bilomi remonte 
dans la direction du nord le cours d’un petit affluent appelé d’un com- 
mun accord O€ Sunan, puis continue vers le nord jusqu’a l’emplace- 
ment, alors inconnu, de la source de la Noél Meto. Ce tracé de la carte 
était défini et commenté comme suit dans le traité, art. 3, chiffre 10: 
“a partir de ce point (A), la limite suit le thalweg de 1’}Oé Sunan 
traverse autant que possible Nipani et Kelali (Keli), gagne la source 
de la Noel Meto et suit le thalweg de cette riviére jusqu’A son em- 
bouchure.” Or ce texte, devenu définitif dans le traité de 1904, est la 
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reproduction mot a mot du texte proposé par les commissaires néer- 
landais a cette méme séance de Keepang, 21 février 1899, en opposition 
aux prétentions portugaise d’alors. La simple mise en regard de ces 
deux cartes et le fait qu’en 1902-1904, la proposition portugaise a été 
totalement écartée et la proposition néerlandaise insérée mot a mot, 
suffit a établir avec évidence l’intention des Parties contractantes: 
lorsqu’elles ont négocié et signé l’accord de 1904, elles ont adopté le 
tracé néerlandais et écarté le tracé désiré par le Portugal sur cette 
partie des frontiéres des deux Etats dans l’ile de Timor. Les deux 
parties ont donc eu, dans la pensée de l’arbitre, la volonté réelle et 
concordante d’adopter le tracé plus occidental, non seulement sur le 
versant nord de Vile entre la Noél Boll Bass et la Noél Meto, mais 
aussi dans le centre de l’ile, entre le cours de la Noel Bilomi et la 
source de la Noel Meto. 

Il convient maintenant d’entrer dans les détails de l’examen de ce 
tracé le plus occidental : 

4. Le Portugal fait observer aujourd’hui que le cours d’eau dénommé 
Oé Sunan sur les cartes officielles de 1899 et de 1904 et dans l’art. 3, 
chiffre 9, du traité de 1904, n’existe pas; que ce cours d’eau porte en 
réalité le nom de Kabun chez les membres de la tribu des Tumbabas 
ou de Léos chez les membres de la tribu des Ambenos, et que le 
véritable Oé Sunan se trouve a six ou sept kilométres plus a l’est. Il 
est vrai, ajoute le Gouvernement portugais, que cet autre Oé Sunan 
n’est pas un affluent de la riviére Bilomi, qu’il prend sa source a une 
certaine distance de cette riviere, sur le versant nord du Mont Kinapua, 
mais cet autre Oé Sunan et le Mont Kinapua sont revendiqués par les 
Ambenos (portugais) comme formant d’ancienne date la frontiére 
entre eux a l’ouest et les Amakonos néerlandais a l’est. C’est donc 
bien, dans la pensée du Gouvernement portugais, a cet autre Oé Sunan 
que les deux Gouvernements ont pensé lorsqu’ils ont, a l’art. 3, chiffre 
10, du traité de 1904, stipulé que la frontiére suivrait le cours de l’Oé 
Sunan. 

Pour apprécier la portée de cette allégation, il y a lieu de se rappeler 
que, sur la carte dressée par les commissaires délimitateurs des deux 
Pays le 16 février 1899 a Keepang (carte annexe IV), la frontiére 
demandeée alors par le Portugal est indiquée par un pointillé en suivant 
& la montée le cours présumé de la Noél Bilomi dans la direction de 
lest a partir du point (A) auquel les dits commissaires avaient dt 
alor arréters leurs travaux, c’est-a-dire a partir du confluent de la 
Noel Bilomi avec ce qu’on appelait alors d’un commun accord 1’Oé 
Sunan; on a eu soin, dans cette carte de 1899, de faire suivre le 
pointillé des mots “Noél Bilomi,” pour bien indiquer le désir des com- 
missaires portugais de continuer a suivre, en le remontant, le cours 
de la riviére. 

D’autre part, lors de la signature du traité de 1904, on a, au con- 
traire, sur la carte annexée au traité, supprimé tout ce pointillé a l’est 
du point auquel on s’était arrété en 1899, pour bien montrer qu’il n’y 
avait plus lieu de continuer a remonter dans la direction de I’est le cours 
alors inexploré de la Noél Bilomi, et qu’au contraire, la frontiére 
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devait se diriger vers le nord (voir carte transparente annexe III). 
Cela implique, dans la pensée de I’arbitre, l’intention concordante 
d’attribuer, en amont du point A, les deux rives de la Noel Bilomi aux 
Pays-Bas. 

Un autre fait qui parait a l’arbitre impliquer la méme intention 
concordante des Parties lors de la signature de la Convention de 1904, 
est que, dans la description de la frontiére proposée en 1899 par les 
commissaires portugais, ils ont suggéré de louest a lest le tracé 
suivant: “De ce dernier point (le confluent de la Noel Bilomi avec 
affluent nommé alors l’Oé Sunan) le long de la Noél Bilomi jusqu’a 
Nunkalai, de la traversant Tasona, Kinapua << Vaprés: cette 
description portugaise, Nunkalai se trouve donc 4a l’est de la riviére 
d’Oé Sunan et a l’ouest de Kinapua. Or l’autre riviére Oé-Sunan, 
actuellement revendiquée comme frontiére par le Portugal, se trouve 
située a plusieurs kilométres 4 lest et non a l’ouest de Nunkalai, d’ou 
résulte l’impossibilité que cette riviére ait été visée par les délégués 
portugais dans leurs propositions d’alors. 

Ce qui confirme encore cette impression de l’arbitre, c’est le fait que 
le nouvel Oé Sunan, celui qui, six kilométres plus a l’est, a sa source 
sur le versant septentrional du mont Kinapua, n’est pas un affiuent de 
la Noel Bilomi. 

Enfin, cet autre Oé Sunan ne se dirige pas “vers Nipani et Kelali 
(Keli)” comme le prescrit le traité de 1904, mais se confond trés vite 
avec d’autres riviéres se dirigeant vers l’est pour aboutir finalement 
dans des régions incontestablement néerlandaises. 

Tout cet ensemble de circonstances concordantes améne l’arbitre a 
la conviction qu'il n’y a pas lieu de s’arréter a l’erreur de nom commise 
par les commissaires délimitateurs en 1899 et par les négociateurs des 
actes internationaux de 1902 et 1904 lorsqu’ils ont donné au Kabun 
ou Léos le nom d’Oe Sunan, et qu’il y a lieu au contraire d’admettre 
que c’est bien le Kabun ou Léos que les Parties ont eu l’intention de 
viser comme devant servir de frontiére 4 partir du point A dans la 
direction du nord. Cette erreur commune aux commissaires des deux 
Pays s’explique d’ailleurs lorsqu’on constat que la plupart des cours 
d’eau de la région portent plusieurs noms ou portent le nom de la 
région qu’il traversent et qu’une région voisine du Kabun ou Léos 
porte le nom de Sunan dont la consonnance se rapproche d’Oé Sunan. 

Admettre une autre solution, accepter un tracé remontant le cours 
de la Noel Bilomi jusqu’au mont Kinapua, puis passant dans le bassin 
d’un autre Oé Sunan que n’est pas un affluent de la Bilomi et qui ne se 
dirige pas vers Nipani et Kelali, serait contraire a tout l’esprit de la 
négociation de 1902-1904, et inconciliable avec la carte annexée A 
la convention de 1904. Le Portugal ne saurait équitablement revendi- 
quer aprés coup, entre la Noél Bilomi et la source de la Noél Meto et 
a propos d’un bornage, presque exactement le territoire auquel il a 
expressément renoncé en 1902-1904 contre des compensations jugées 
par lui suffisantes ou parce qu’il a voulu éviter alors de la part des Pays- 
Bas un appel a l’arbitrage ou des revendications plus étendues dans la 
région d’Okussi (voir cartes annexes V et VI). 
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De ce qui précéde, se dégage, en d’autres termes, la conviction que la 
volonté des Parties contractantes doit étre interprétée en ce sens qu’a 
partir du point A situé sur la riviére Bilomi, la frontiére suit, dans la 
direction du nord, le thalweg de la riviére Kabun ou Léos jusqu’a la 
source de ce dernier cours d’eau dénommé 4a tort Oé Sunan en 1899, 
1902 et 1904. 

Le raisonnement exposé ci-dessus sous chiffre 4 serait superflu si, 
comme l’affirme le Gouvernement des Pays-Bas (Second mémoire, 
chiffre VII, page 6) les derniéres reconnaissance faites sur place ont 
établi que ce nouvel Oé Sunan n’existe pas et que le cours d’eau auquel 
des portugais donnent ce nom s’appelle en réalité Noél Polan ou 
Poeamesse. 

5. Il ne reste plus a rechercher l’intention des Parties que pour 
la section comprise entre la source de la riviére Kabun ou Léos (dé- 
nommeée a tort Oé Sunan de 1899 a 1904) et la source de la Noél Meto. 

La Convention de 1904 s’exprime comme suit: “Le Thalweg de 
Oe Sunan [reconnu sous N° 4 ci-devant devoir étre dénommé Kabun 
ou Léos] traverse autant que possible Nipani et Kelali (Keli), [et] 
gagne la source de la Noel Meto. . . .” 

Les commissaires délimitateurs néerlandais et leur Gouvernement 
proposent de relier les sources des riviéres Kabun et Noél Meto en 
suivant presque exactement la ligne de partage des eaux, c’est-a-dire 
une suite de sommets dont les principaux porteraient, du sud au nord, 
les noms de Netton, Adjausene, Niseu ou Nisene, Wanat ou Vanate, 
Fatu Nipani ou Fatoe Nipani, Fatu Kabi (Fatoe Kabi) et Kelali 
(Keli). 

Cette proposition est contestée par le Gouvernement portugais parce 
qu’elle serait contraire aux intentions des Parties dont le but aurait été, 
lors de la conclusion des traités entre les deux Gouvernements, de ne pas 
séparer les Etats indigénes; or cette ligne détacherait de l’Ambeno por- 
tugais toute la partie orientale; le Gouvernement portugais invoque, 
dans son premier et surtout dans les annexes de son second Mémoire, 
les dépositions de nombreux chefs indigénes pour établir, en substance, 
que tout l’espace qui serait attribué aux Pays-Bas fait partie de 
VAmbeno et appartient aux Ambenos. I] invoque en outre une carte 
privée éditée a Batavia, sur laquelle les Ambenos sont indiqués comme 
occupant le territoire revendiqué par les Pays-Bas. Le Gouvernement 
portugais est d’avis que l’Ambenu-Oikussi a incontestablement été 
attribué au Portugal par le traité de 1859 et que la tribu des Ambenos 
ne saurait étre partagée entre deux souverainetés. 

Une fois de plus, l’arbitre doit chercher a reconstituer la volonté 
des Parties. Or d’aprés le texte du traité de 1859, le Portugal a obtenu 
seulement la “partie” de l’Etat d’Ambeno qui “a arboré le pavillon 
portugais” ; il n’y aurait donc rien d’anormal a ce que certaines parties 
de l’Ambeno eussent été considérées, dés 1859, comme restant sous la 
souveraineté des Pays-Bas. En outre, la carte privée éditée a Batavia 
ne saurait prévaloir contre les deux cartes officielles signés par les 
commissaires ou délégués des deux Etats en 1899 et en 1904 et ces 
deux cartes officielles (annexes III et IV) ne font pas figurer le nom 
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d’Ambeno dans le territoire contesté; l’une et l’autre inscrivent ce 
nom a l’ouest et en dehors du territoire contesté. I! résulte, dailleurs, 
des documents fournis que, dés 1899, les commissaires néerlandais 
produisaient des déclarations des chefs indigenes tumbabas et amakonos 
assurant que ce territoire leur appartenait et ne faisait pas parties de 
V’Ambeno (annexe III au second Mémoire néerlandais, déclaration 
faite 4 la séance tenue 4 Keepang le 21 février 1899). On se trouve 
donc en présence d’affirmations contradictoires des indigénes. Ceux- 
ci se battaient en 1899 depuis plus de vingt ans (premier Mémoire 
portugais, p. 22), lors de l’arrivée dans cette région des commissaires- 
délimitateurs, et le Gouvernement portugais reconnait (dans son 
premier Mémoire, p. 9) comme “certain que les peuples a l’Est de 
!’Oikussi Ambeno se disputent depuis longtemps les territoires con- 
tigus et que ces peuples se trouvent de telle sorte entremélés, qu’il est 
difficile de distinguer ce qui leur appartient en réalité.” Voir aussi 
dans le second Mémoire portugais, p. 10, la déposition du chef ambeno 
Béne Necat: “La partie orientale d’Oikussi et d’Ambeno a été habitée 
par le peuple Tumbaba qui en a été chassé il y a trois génération ; 
par les Ambenos. . . . Depuis lors cette région est déserte, bien qu’elle 
soit parcourue par les Tumbabas et par les Ambenos.” 

L’intention des Parties lors de la négociation de 1902 se trouve 
documentée par le procés-verbal de la séance du 26 juin (procés- 
verbaux, page 7) au cours de laquelle le premier Délégué portugais a, 
lui-méme, conseillé “de ne pas trop se laisser guider en cette matiére 
par les préoccupations d’humanité envers les peuples dans Vile de 
Timor; pour des causes peu graves, ces tribus quittent leur sol natal 
pour s’établir ailleurs et ont plusieurs fois quitté le territoire néerlan- 
dais pour s’établir dans le territoire portugais et inversement.” Le 
lendemain, procés-verbaux, page 11, le premier délégué néerlandais 
faisait observer que son Gouvernement faisait “une grande concession” 
en ne réclamant pas la totalité de l’Ambeno, “attendu qu’a son avis la 
convention de 1893 impliquait la disparition de l’enclave d’Oikussi” ; il 
déclarait que, si les deux Gouvernements ne pouvaient en venir a un 
arrangement sur la base de la ligne A C proposée par les Pays-Bas, 
ceux-ci se verraient engagés a recourir a l’arbitrage pour établir si 
?’Ambeno n’était pas une “enclave” devant leur étre attribuée toute 
entiere, et c’est alors que, le 28 juin, la délégation portugaise accepta 
sans restriction ni réserve la ligne A C telle qu’elle était réclamée par 
la délégation néerlandaise. 

De tout cet ensemble de faits résulte pour l’arbitre la conviction 
qu’en 1902-1904, l'accord s’est fait sans tenir compte du risque de 
détacher telle ou telle parcelle réclamée par les Ambenos, les Tumbabas 
ou les Amakonos et en constatant expressément qu’on ne se préoccu- 
perait pas des prétentions, d’ailleurs contradictoires, des indigénes. 
Des procés-verbaux de 1902 résulte, en d’autres termes, pour l’arbitre, 
le conviction que le Portugal a accepté la ligne A C telle qu’elle était 
réclamée par les Pays-Bas, précisément parce que le Portugal préférait 
abandonner des prétentions d’ordre secondaire a l’est afin de conserver 
le gros morceau, c’est-d-dire afin de conserver ce que le traité de 1859 
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avait appelé l|’“enclave” d’Ambeno-Okussi. C’est avec raison aussi, 
dans la pensée de l’arbitre, que le Gouvernement néerlandais soutient 
dans son second mémoire, page 2, que rien dans le traité de 1859 
ne s’opposait a la division du royaume d’Ambeno et ajoute: “Méme 
si le traité de 1859 n’avait pas sanctionné une telle division . . . le 
Gouvernement portugais ne pourrait légitimement s’opposer a présent 
a une pareille division. De telles objections viendraient trop tard et 
auraient di étre élevées avant la conclusion du traité de 1904.” 

L’arbitre fait observer en outre que, sur les deux cartes officielles 
de 1899 et de 1904 (annexes III et IV), le Nipani est indiqué comme 
se trouvant trés pres et légérement a l’est de la ligne A C, a peu de 
distance de la source de l’Oé Sunan (aujourd’hui reconnu devoir étre 
appelé Kabun ou Léos) ; si l’on adoptait le tracé actuellement réclamé 
par le Portugal, ce tracé passerait fort loin a l’est et au nord du 
Nipani et par conséquent “traverserait” encore moins ce territoire 
que le tracé proposé par les Pays-Bas. Il est vrai que le Gouverne- 
ment portugais place le Nipani (voir la carte annexée sous chiffre VI 
au premier Mémoire néerlandais et mot Nipani inscrit en bleu sur la 
carte ci-jointe annexe IV) au nord-est du territoire contesté, mais cette 
carte unilatérale portugaise ne saurait étre opposée aux deux cartes 
officielles de 1899 et de 1904 (annexes III et IV), signées des délégués 
des deux Etats; d’ailleurs, méme sur cette carte exclusivement portu- 
gaise, la frontiére desirée par le Portugal semble tracée au nord de 
Nipani et ne parait pas “traverser’’ ce territoire. 

6. Le Gouvernement de la République portugaise objecte enfin a 
ce tracé d’une ligne a peu prés directe du sud au nord entre la source 
de la riviére Kabun ou Léos et la source de la Noél Meto, que c’est 
une frontiére terrestre, devant nécessiter la pose de bornes tandis que 
la ligne orientale suggérée par le Portugal est essentiellement formée 
par une succession de riviéres, ce qui est préférable pour éviter des 
conflits entre les indigenes. Dans la pensée de I’arbitre, cette objection 
ne repose sur aucune indication résultant des négociations de 1899 a 
1904. Sur la frontiére méridionale de l’Okussi-Ambeno, la frontiére 
adoptée en 1904 est, sur un assez grand nombre de points, indépendante 
des cours d’eau et a di ou pourra devoir étre marquée sur le terrain 
par des bornes. Le tracé suggéré par le Portugal comporterait, lui 
aussi, des parties terrestres et la plantation de bornes, notamment a 
langle sud-est (aux environs du mont Kinapua, entre le cours de la 
riviére Bilomi et le cours de la riviére dénommée Oé Sunan par les 
Portugais), et a l’angle nord-ouest (entre la source de la riviére appelée 
par les Portugais Ni-Fullan et la source de la Noél Meto). 

Le tracé suggéré par les commissaires néerlandais parait a l’arbitre 
constituer une frontiére suffisamment naturelle pour étre facilement 
délimitable sur le terrain. Il se compose d’une série continue de 
sommets assez élevés, portant, du sud au nord, les noms de Netton, 
Loamitoe, Adjausene, Niseu, Wanat, Fatoe-Nipani, Kelali ou Keli, dont 
altitude est indiquée entre 500 et 1,000 métres. Cette chaine sert de 
ligne de partage des eaux et les riviéres 4 l’est de cette ligne coulent 
vers l’orient. Il ne semble-donc pas qu’il soit techniquement difficile 
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de procéder a la délimitation le long de cette chaine de hauteurs, dont 
la direction générale répond entiérement a la ligne théorique A € 
adoptée d’un commun accord en 1904. 


VII 
CoNCLUSIONS 


Les considérations defait et de droit qui précédent ont amené 
l’arbitre aux conclusions suivantes: : 

1. Le traité de 1859 avait attribué au Portugal, dans la partie occi- 
dentale de V’ile de Timor, I’“enclave” d’Oikussi-Ambenu, et les Pays- 
Bas ont cédé alors au Portugal “cette partie d’Ambenu qui, depuis 
plusieurs années, a arboré le pavillon portugais.” 

2. La Convention de 1893 a eu pour but “d’établir d’une fagon 
plus claire et plus exacte la démarcation” des possessions respectives 
a Timor et d’y “faire disparaitre les enclaves actuellement existantes.” 

3. La Convention de 1904 a régularisé la frontiére au centre de Vile 
en attribuant au Portugal l’enclave néerlandaise de Maukatar et 
d’autres territoires contestés, et aux Pays-Bas au sud-ouest de Vile, 
Venclave portugaise de Noemuti. D’autre part, les Pays-Bas ont 
renoncé, au cours des négociations de 1902, a soulever la grosse ques- 
tion de savoir si l’Oikussi Ambenu n’était pas, comme l’indiquait le 
traité de 1859, une “enclave” devant leur revenir. Cet accord a eu 
lieu a la condition, expressément acceptée par le Portugal, d’adopter, 
pour la frontiére orientale de ce royaume d’Oikussi (Ambenu), la 
ligne A C réclamée au cours des négociations de 1902 par les Pays- 
Bas. Cette ligne A C a été consacrée par le traité de 1904 (voir 
Cartes annexes I et II). 

4. Le point C de cette ligne n’est pas contesté; il est situé sur la 
cote nord de V’ile de Timor, a l?embouchure dans la mer de la Noél 
Meto, dont le cours a été substitué en 1902-1904 au cours de la riviére 
Noel Boll Bass, située plus 4 l’est et qu’avait réclamé le Portugal. 

Le cours de la Noél Meto, dont le thalweg doit servir de frontiére 
jusqu’a sa source, a été reconnu, n’est pas contesté, et une borne a été 
plantée contradictoirement a sa source. 

5. Le point A, a l’extrémité méridionale de la ligne convenue en 
1904, est le point auquel les travaux de délimitation ont été interrom- 
pus en 1899. Cela n’est pas sérieusement contesté par le Portugal, qui, 
a deux reprises dans son premier Mémoire, se sert des mots: “On ne 
peut pas nier que la ligne part de point A, auquel se rapportent les 
procés-verbaux des négociations (p. 10) . . . On ne conteste pas que 
la frontiére dont il s’agit ne parte du point ot les arpenteurs de 1899 
ont été empéchés d’aller plus loin” (p. 15). Contester l’emplacement 
du point A serait remettre en question la délimitation du cours in- 
férieur de la Noél Bilomi en aval de ce point; or cette partie de la 
frontiére a été réglée définitivement par le chiffre 9 de V’article 3 du 
traité de 1904; le point A a été d’ailleurs repéré contradictoirement sur 
les cartes officielles de 1899 et de 1904 (voir annexes III et IV). 
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6. Les négociateurs de 1902-1904 se sont trouvés a partir de ce 
point A en présence de deux propositions. L/’une, la proposition por- 
tugaise, consistait 4 faire remonter a la frontiére la riviére Noél Bilomi 
dans la direction de l’est jusqu’d Nunkalai, puis a diriger la frontiére 
vers le nord, par Humusu, afin d’atteindre la source de la riviére la 
Noél Boll Bass se jetant dans la mer a l’orient de la Noél Meto (ligne 
B D). Lvautre, la proposition néerlandaise, dite ligne A C, consistait 
a se diriger vers le nord dés le point A jusqu’aux sources de la Noél 
Meto. Les négociateurs ont nettement, catégoriquement, répudié le 
premier tracé portugais pour accepter la seconde ligne A C réclamée 
par les Pays-Bas; ils ont, sur la carte annexée au traité de 1904, 
attribué aux Pays-Bas les deux rives de la Noél Meto en amont du 
point A, auquel les délimitateurs avaient arrété leurs travaux en 1899 
(voir les cartes III et IV). 

7. La description dans le traité de 1904, article 3, chiffre 10, de cette 
ligne A C, la carte contradictoirement dessinée en 1899 et sur laquelle 
les négociateurs de 1902 ont délibéré, comme enfin la carte officielle- 
ment annexée au traité de 1904, mentionnent au point A, comme 
devant former limite dans la direction du nord, un affluent auquel 
toutes les Parties ont donné de 1899 a 1909 le nom d’Oé Sunan. Les 
Parties sont aujourd’hui d’accord que cet affluent porte en réalité le 
nom de Kabun ou de Léos. Une autre riviére, découverte postérieure- 
ment a environ six kilométres plus a l’est, porte, d’aprés les Portugais, 
le nom d’Oé Sunan et prend sa source au nord du Kinapua, montagne 
située trés prés de la rive nord de la Bilomi. L’existence de cette 
riviére Oé Sunan est contestée par les Pays-Bas dans leur second 
Mémoire a la suite de deux reconnaissances récentes; ce prétendu Oé 
Sunan s’appellerait en réalité Poeamesse ou Noel Polan. 

Il est, dans la pensée de l’arbitre, impossible que cette autre riviére 
Oé Sunan, si elle existe, ait été celle que les négociateurs de 1899 et de 
1902-1904 avaient en vue, car 

a) Elle n’est pas un affluent de la Noel Bilomi; 

b) La frontiére proposée a cette époque par le Portugal et écartée 
d’un commun accord en 1902-1904 devait, en partant du point A et en 
se dirigeant vers l’est, passer par Nunkalai puis par Kinapua; or Nun- 
kalai est situé plusieurs kilométres a l’owest du mont Kinapua et a 
l’ouest de la source de cette nouvelle riviére dénommée Oé Sunan par 
les Portugais ; 

c) Les deux rives de la Noél Bilomi en amont et a l’est du point A 
ayant été attribuées aux Pays-Bas en 1904, l’affluent devant servir de 
frontiére dans la direction du nord ne peut étre recherché en amont 
et a l’est du point A. P 

Les principes généraux sur l’interprétation des Conventions exigent 
qu’on tienne compte “de la réelle et commune intention des Parties 
sans s’arréter aux expressions ou dénominations inexactes dont elles 
ont pu se servir par erreur.” Les Parties ont, il est vrai, commis une 
erreur en donnant le nom d’Oé Sunan a I’affluent venant du nord au 
point A, mais c’est cet affluent seul (dénommé alors par erreur Oé 
Sunan) qui était nécessairement, dans la pensée concordante des Par- 
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ties, le point auquel la frontiére devait quitter la Noél Bilomi pour se 
diriger vers le nord,—et non une autre riviére a laquelle les Portugais 
donnent ce nom d’Oé Sunan et qui serait située six kilometres plus a 
est. En d’autres termes, c’est bien le thalweg de la riviére aujourd’hui 
dénommé Kabun ou Léos qui doit servir de frontiére a partir du 
point A dans la direction du nord. 

8. A partir de la source de cette riviére Kabun ou Léos (dénommée 
a tort Oé Sunan de 1899 4 1909) au sud, la frontiére doit, a teneur de 
Varticle 3, chiffre 10, du traité de 1904, “traverser autant que possible 
Nipani et Kelali (Keli)” pour gagner la source de la Noel Meto, au 
nord. 

La délimitation proposée par le Portugal contournerait entiérement 
la région désignée sur la carte officielle de 1904 sous le nom de 
Nipani et située, d’aprés cette carte, prés de la source du Kabun ou 
Léos ; la frontiére s’éloignerait de Nipani de plusieurs kilometres dans 
la direction de l’est. Méme si, comme le fait une carte portugaise qui 
n’a pas de caractére contradictoirement reconnu, on donnait le nom 
de Nipani a une région située beaucoup plus au nord, a l’orient des 
sources de la Noél Meto, la frontiére réclamée par le Portugal ne 
traverserait pas davantage Nipani, mais le contournerait par le nord. 

Le traité de 1904 prescrit de traverser “autant que possible” le 
Nipani. Le tracé suggéré par le Pays-Bas longe la partie occidentale 
du Nipani et s’en trouve plus prés que le tracé proposé par le Portugal. 

9. Le Portugal objecte que la ligne directe nord-sud entre les sources 
de la riviére Kabun et de la riviére Noél Meto morcellerait le territoire 
des Ambenos en l’attribuant partie aux Pays-Bas et partie au Portu- 
gal; ce morcellement serait contraire au traité de 1859. 

Dans la pensée de l’arbitre, cette objection n’est pas fondée en ce 
sens que, déja en 1859, une “partie” de l’Ambeno était incontestable- 
ment placée sous la souveraineté des Pays-Bas. En outre, au cours des 
négociations de 1899 a 1904, il a été produit des déclarations con- 
tradictoires des indigénes, les Amakonos et les Tumbabas néerlandais 
revendiquant le territoire contesté et les Ambenos portugais le revendi- 
quant de leur coté. Ce prétendu morcellement n’est donc pas démontré. 
De plus, il a été entendu aux Conférences de 1902, sur les observations 
du premier délégué portugais lui-méme, qu’il n’y avait pas lieu de 
se préoccuper outre mesure des prétentions de tribus qui se déplacent 
fréquemment et passent successivement du territoire de l’un des Etats 
dans celui de l’autre. L’objection que les territoires d’une méme tribu 
ne doivent pas étre morcelés, ne saurait ainsi étre retenue par I’arbitre, 
car elle aurait di étre présentée au cours des négociations de 1902- 
1904 ; actuellement, elle est tardive, parce que le traité de 1904, le seul 
dont l’arbitre ait a interpréter l’article 3, chiffre 10, ne fait aucune 
mention d’une volonté des Parties de ne jamais séparer des popula- 
tions indigénes ; ce traité a au contraire tracé la ligne de démarcation 
a la suite de Conférences au cours desquelles il a été entendu que les 
considérations de ce genre ne doivent pas étre prépondérantes. 

10. La lingne de faite proposée par le Gouvernement néerlandais 
entre la source de la riviére Kabun (Léos), au sud, et la source 
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de la Noél Meto, au nord, est suffisamment naturelle pour pouvoir 
€tre tracée sur le terrain sans grandes difficultés pratiques. Elle offre 
Yavantage que les cours d’eau descendent uniformé de cette ligne de 
faite vers des territoires tous placés sous la souveraineté néerlandaise. 
Le tracé suggéré par le Gouvernement portugais attribuerait au con- 
traire a des souverainetés différentes la partie supérieure et la partie 
inférieure de ces divers cours d’eau. 

11. D’une facgon générale, la demande du Portugal reproduit, en 
fait, complétement, pour tout le territoire entre la Noél Bilomi au 
sud et le source de la Noel Meto au nord, la ligne que cet Etat revendi- 
quait en 1902 et qu’il a abandonnée tant a la fin de la Conférence de 
1902 que par le traité de 1904. Si la demande portugaise actuelle 
était fondée, on ne s’expliquerait pas pourquoi les Pays-Bas ont fait, 
en 1902, du rejet de cette demande portugaise une condition sine qua 
non. Les Conventions entre Etats, comme celles entre particuliers, 
doivent étre interprétées “plutét dans le sens avec lequel elles peuvent 
avoir quelque effet que dans le sens avec lequel elles n’en pourraient 
produire aucun.” La menace néerlandaise de rompre les négociations 
en 1902 n’aurait pas de sens si l’intention avait été alors d’attribuer 
au Portugal précisément le territoire réclamé par les Pays-Bas comme 
une condition de l’accord. 

12. Enfin, si l’on se place au point de vue de l’équité, qu’il importe 
de ne pas perdre devue dans les relations internationales, la ligne de 
faite suggéerée par les Pays-Bas n’est pas contraire a l’équité, en ce 
sens que le Portugal recevra plus de territoires qu’il n’en devait espérer 
selon la ligne théorique A C, a laquelle il a consenti en 1904, avant 
qu’on put aller reconnaitre le terrain. La ligne A C est toute entiére 
tracée a l’intérieur du territoire qui reviendra au Portugal; la Répu- 
blique portugaise sera de la sorte mieux partagée, en fait, qu’elle ne 
pouvait s’y attendre (voir carte annexée VII). Si, au contraire, le 
tracé oriental suggéré par le Gouvernement portugais était adopté, les 
Pays-Bas pourraient avec raison prétendre qu’on les prive de presque 
tout le territoire qui leur avait été attribué théoriquement en 1904 en 
contre-partie de l’abandon de l’enclave de Maukatar au centre de 
Vile de Timor et en contre-partie de l’abandon des revendications 
néerlandaises sur l’ensemble de 1’“enclave” d’Ambeno. 

En conséquence, 

L’ARBITRE 


vu les deux traités signés a Lisbonne les 20 avril 1859 et 10 juin 
1893 et le traité signé 4 La Haye le 1 octobre 1904 entre les Pays- 
Bas et le Portugal pour la délimitation de leurs possessions respectives 
dans l’ile de Timor; 

vu le compromis d’arbitrage signé 4 La Haye le 3 avril 1913, et 
notamment I’article 2 ainsi concu: “L’arbitre, statuant sur les données 
fournies par les Parties, décidera en se basant sur les traités et les 
principes généraux du droit international, comment doit étre fixée 
conformément a l’article 3, 10° de la Convention conclue a La Haye 
17 octobre 1904, concernant la délimitation des possessions néerlan- 
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daises et portugaises dans l’ile de Timor, la limite 4 partir de la Noél 
Bilomi jusqu’a la source de la Noél Meto” ; 

vu les Notes diplomatiques faisant part au soussigné de sa dési- 
gnation comme arbitre par application de l’article 1° du compromis ; 

vu les premiers et seconds Mémoires remis en temps utile par 
chacune des hautes Parties contestantes, ainsi que les cartes et docu- 
ments annexés aux dits mémoires; 

vu les considérations de fait et de droit formulées ci-dessus sous 
chiffres I a VII; 

vu la Convention signée 4 La Haye le 18 octobre 1907 pour le 
réglement pacifique des conflits internationaux ; 


ARRETE 


L’article 3, chiffre 10, de la Convention conclue a La Haye le 1° 
octobre 1904 concernant la délimitation des possessions néerlandaises 
et portugaises dans Vile de Timor doit étre interprété conformément 
aux conclusions du Gouvernement royal des Pays-Bas, pour la limite 
a partir de la Noél Bilomi jusqu’a la source de la Noél Meto; en con- 
séquence, il sera procédé a l’arpentage de cette partie de la frontiére 
sur la base de la carte au 1/50,000 annexée sous N°. IV au premier 
Mémoire remis a l’arbitre par le Gouvernement néerlandais. Une 
reproduction de cette carte signée par l’arbitre est jointe comme annexe 
VII a la présente sentence dont elle fera partie intégrante. 

Les frais, fixés a fr. 2,000, ont été prélevés sur la somme de 4,000 fr. 
consignée entre les mains de l’arbitre en exécution de l’art. 8 du com- 
promis du 3 avril 1913; la différence, soit fr. 2,000, sera restituée aux 
deux parties par égales portions et contre quittance, au moment de la 
notification de la sentence. 

Fait en trois exemplaires dont l’un sera remis contre récépissé par 
M. le secrétaire général du Bureau international de la Cour perma- 
nente d’arbitrage a La Haye, a Son Excellence le Ministre des Affaires 
Etrangéres des Pays-Bas pour valoir notification au Gouvernement 
royal néerlandais, et dont le second sera remis le méme jour et dans les 
mémes formes a Son Excellence l’Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre 
Plénipotentiaire de la République portugaise prés S. M. la Reine des 
Pays-Bas pour valoir notification au Gouvernement de la République 
portugaise. Le troisiéme exemplaire sera déposé aux archives du 
Bureau international de la Cour permanente d’arbitrage. 

Paris, le 25 juin 1914. 


Larpy 


Agreement for Arbitration, April 3, 19131 


Sa Majesté la Reine des Pays-Bas et le Président de la République 
Portugaise considérant que l’exécution de la Convention conclue entre 
les Pays-Bas et le Portugal 4 La Haye le 1° octobre 1904, concernant 


1Official report, p. 41, annex D. 
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la délimitation des possessions néerlandaises et portugaises dans T’ile 
de Timor, a fait naitre un différend au sujet de l’arpentage de la partie 
de la limite visée a l’article 3, 10°. de cette Convention; 

désirant mettre fin a l’amiable a ce différend; 

vus l’article 14 de la dite Convention et l’article 38 de la Conven- 
tion pour le réglement pacifique des conflits internationaux conclue a 
La Haye le 18 octobre 1907; 


ont nommé pour Leurs plénipotentiaires, savoir: 


lesquels, diiment autorisés 4 cet effet, sont convenus des articles 
suivants : 


ARTICLE 1% 


Le Gouvernement de Sa Majesté la Reine des Pays-Bas et le 
Gouvernement de la République Portugaise conviennent de soumettre 
le différend susmentionné a un arbitre unique a choisir parmi les mem- 
bres de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage. 

Si les deux Gouvernements ne pouvaient tomber d’accord sur le 
choix de tel arbitre, ils adresseront au Président de la Confédération 
Suisse la requéte de la désigner. 


Art. 2 


L’arbitre statuant sur les données fournies par les Parties, décidera 
en se basant sur les traités et les principes généraux du droit interna- 
tional, comment doit étre fixée conformément a I’article 3, 10°. de la 
Convention conclue a La Haye le 1 octobre 1904, concernant la 
délimitation des possessions néerlandaises et portugaises dans JV’ile de 
Timor, la limite a partir de la Noél Bilomi jusqu’a la source de la 
Noél Meto. 


Art. 3 


Chacune des Parties remettra par l’intermédiaire du Bureau Inter- 
national de la Cour permanente d’Arbitrage a l’arbitre dans un délai 
de 3 mois aprés l’échange des ratifications de la présente Convention 
un mémoire contenant l’exposé de ses droits et les documents a l’appui 
et en fera parvenir immédiatement une copie certifiée conforme 4 
Vautre Partie. 

A Yexpiration du délai susnommé chacune des Parties aura un 
nouveau délai de 3 mois pour remettre par l’intermédiaire susindiqué a 
l’arbitre, si elle le juge utile, un second mémoire dont elle fera parvenir 
une copie certifiée conforme a l’autre Partie. 

L’arbitre est autorisé 4 accorder a chacune des Parties qui le de- 
manderait une prorogation de 2 mois par rapport aux délais mentionnés 
dans cet article. Il donnera connaissance de chaque prorogation a la 
Partie adverse.* 


1Une prorogation de deux mois a été accordée aux Parties par l’arbitre pour 
Ja remise de leurs seconds mémoires. 
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Art. 4 


Aprés l’échange de ces mémoires aucune communication écrite ou 
verbale ne sera faite a l’arbitre, A moins que celui-ci ne s’adresse aux 
Parties pour obtenir d’elles ou de l’une d’elles des renseignements 
ultérieurs par écrit. 

La Partie qui donnera ces renseignements en fera parvenir immé- 
diatement une copie certifiée conforme a l’autre Partie et celle-ci 
pourra, si bon lui semble, dans un délai de 2 mois aprés la réception de 
cette copie, communiquer par écrit a l’arbitre les observations aux- 
quelles ils lui donneront lieu. Ces observations seront également com- 
muniquées immédiatement en copie certifiée conforme a la Partie 
adverse. 


Art. 5 


L’arbitre siégera a un endroit a désigner par lui. 


ArT. 6 


L’arbitre fera usage de la langue francaise tante dans la sentence 
que dans les communications qu’il aura a adresser aux Parties dans 
le cours de la procédure. Les mémoires et autres communications 
émanant des Parties seront dressés dans cette langue. 


Art. 7 


L’arbitre décidera de toutes les questions qui pourraient surgir 
relativement a la procédure dans le cours du litige. 


Art. 8 


Aussitot aprés la ratification de la présente Convention chacune des 
Parties déposera entre les mains.de l’arbitre une somme de deux mille 
francs a titre d’avance pour les frais de la procédure. 


ArT. 9 


La sentence sera communiquée par écrit par l’arbitre aux Parties. 

Elle sera motivée. 

L’arbitre fixera dans sa sentence le montant des frais de la pro- 
cédure. Chaque Partie supportera ses propres frais et une part égale 
des dits frais de procédure. 


Art. 10 


Les Parties s’engagent 4 accepter comme jugement en dernier ressort 
la décision prononcée par l’arbitre dans les limites de la présente Con- 
vention et a l’exécuter sans aucune réserve. 

Tous différends concernant l’exécution seront soumis a l’arbitre. 
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Art, 11 


La Présente Convention sera ratifiée et entrera en vigueur immé- 
diatement aprés l’échange des ratifications qui aura lieu 4 La Haye 
aussitot que possible. 

En foi de quoi, les plénipotentiaires respectifs ont signé la présente 
Convention qu’ils ont revétue de leurs cachets. 

Fait en double a La Haye, le 3 avril 1913. 


(L.-S.) (Signé) R. DE Marees vAN SWINDEREN 
(L.-S.) ‘A ANTONIO Maria BARTHOLOMEU FERREIRA 


Agreement of April 20, 1859, between the Netherlands and Portugal 
relatwe to Boundary Possessions’ 


Sa Majesté le Roi des Pays-Bas et Sa Majesté le Roi de Portugal 
et des Algarves, ayant jugé utile de mettre fin aux incertitudes exis- 
tantes relativement aux limites des possessions Néerlandaises et Portu- 
gaises dans l’Archipel de Timor et Solor, et voulant prévenir a jamais 
tout malentendu que pourraient provoquer des limites ma! définies et 
des enclaves trop multipliées, ont muni, afin de s’entendre a cet égard, 
de leurs pleins-pouvoirs, savoir: 


Lesquels, aprés s’étre communiqués les dits pleins-pouvoirs, trouvés 
en bonne et due forme, sont convenus de conclure un traité de démarca- 
tion et d’échange, contenant les articles suivants: 


ARTICLE 1 


Les limites entre les possessions Néerlandaises et Portugaises sur 
Vile de Timor seront au nord, les frontiéres qui séparent Cova de 
Juanilo ; et au sud, celles qui séparent Sua de Lakecune. 

Entre ces deux points, les limites des deux possessions sont les 
mémes que celles des Etats limitrophes Néerlandais et Portugais. 

Ces Etats sont les suivants: 


Etats limitrophes sous la domina- Etats limitrophes sous la domina- 


tion de la Néerlande: tion du Portugal: 
Juanilo, Cova, 

Silawang, Balibo, 

Fialarang (Fialara), Lamakitu, 
Lamaksanulu, Tafakaij ou Takaij 
Lamakanée, Tatumea, 

Naitimu (Nartimu), Lanken, 

Manden, Dacolo, 

Dirma, Tamiru Eulalang (Eula- 
Lakecune. leng), Suai. 


———— 


1Official report, p. 31. 
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Art. 2 


Le Néerlande reconnait la souveraineté du Portugal sur tous les 
Etats qui se trouvent a l’est des limites ainsi circonscrites, a l’exception 
d V’Etat Néerlandais de Maucatar ou Caluninéne (Coluninéne), qui 
se trouve enclavé dans les Etats Portugais de Lamakitu, de Tanterine, 
de Follafaix (Follefait) et du Suai. 

Le Portugal reconnait la souveraineté de la Néerlande sur tous les 
Etats qui se trouvent a l’ouest de ces limites, 4 l’exception de l’enclave 
d’Oikoussi, qui demeure Portugaise. 


Art. 3 


L’enclave d’Oikoussi comprend |’Etat d’Ambenu partout ot y est 
arboré le pavillon Portugais, l’Etat d’Oikoussi proprement dit, et 
celui de Noimuti. 

Les limites de cette enclave sont les frontiéres entre Ambenu et 
Amfoang a l’ouest, d’Insana et Reboki (Beboki), y compris Cicale a 
Vest, et Sonnebait, y compris Amakono et Tunebaba (Timebaba) au 
sud. 

Art. 4 


Sur Vile de Timor, le Portugal reconnait donc la souveraineté de 
la Néerlande sur les Etats d’Amarassi, de Bibico (Traijnico, Waij- 
niko), de Buboque (Reboki), de Derima (Dirma), de Fialara 
(Fialarang), de Lamakanée, de Nira (Lidak), de Juanilo, de Mena et 
de Fulgarite ou Folgarita (dépendances de l’Etat de Harnenno). 


Art. 5 


La Néerlande céde au Portugal le royaume de Moubara (Maubara) 
et cette partie d’Ambenu ou d’Ambeno (Sutrana) qui, depuis plusieurs 
années, a arboré le pavillon Portugais. 

Immédiatement aprés que l’échange des ratifications de ce traité par 
Leurs Majestés le Roi des Pays-Bas et le Roi de Portugal aura eu 
lieu, le Gouvernement des Pays-Bas donnera l’ordre 4a l’autorité su- 
périeure des Indes Néerlandaises de remettre le royaume de Moubara 
(Maubara) a l’autorité supérieure Portugaise de Timor Dilly. 


ArT. 6 


La Néerlande se désiste de toute prétention sur Vile de Kambing 
(Pulo Kambing), au nord de Dilly, et reconnait la souveraineté du 
Portugal sur cette ile. 

Art. 7 


Le Portugal céde a la Néerlande les possessions suivantes: 

sur Vile de Flores, les Etats de Larantuca, Sicca et Paga, avec leurs 
dépendances ; 

sur Vile d’Adenara, l’Etat de Wouré; 

sur Tile de Solor, l’Etat de Pamangkaju. 

Le Portugal se désiste de toutes les prétentions que peut-étre, il 
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aurait pu faire valoir sur d’autres Etats ou endroits situés sur les iles 
ci-dessus nommeées, ou sur celles de Lomblen, de Pantar et d’Ombaij, 
que ces Etats portent le pavillon Néerlandais ou Portugais. 


Art. 8 


En vertu des dispositions de l’article précédent, la Néerlande obtient 
la possession entiére en non-partagée de toutes les iles situées au nord 
de Timor, savoir: celles de Flores, d’Adenara, de Solor, de Lomblen, 
de Pantar (Quantar) et d’Ombaij, avec les petites iles environnantes 
appartenant a l’Archipel de Solor. 


ArT. 9 - 


En compensation de ce que le Portugal pourrait perdre a l’échange 
des possessions respectives ci-dessus mentionnées, le Gouvernement 
des Pays-Bas: 

1°. donnera au Gouvernement Portugais quittance compléte de la 
somme de 80,000 florins, empruntée en 1851 par le Gouvernement des 
possessions Portugaises dans l’Archipel de Timor au Gouvernement 
des Indes Néerlandaises ; 

2°. remettra en outre au Gouvernement Portugais une somme de 
120,000 florins des Pays-Bas. 

Cette somme sera versée un mois aprés l’échange des ratifications 
du présent traité. 

Art. 10 


La liberté des cultes est garantie de part et d’autre aux habitants 
des territoires échangés par le présent traité. 


Art. 1l 


Le présent traité, qui sera soumis a la sanction des pouvoirs législa- 
tifs en conformité des régles prescrites par les lois fondamentales en 
vigueur dans les Royaumes des Pays-Bas et du Portugal, sera ratifié 
et les ratifications seront échangées a Lisbonne, dans le délai de huit 
mois, a partir de sa signature, ou plus tot, si faire se peut. 

En foi de quoi les plénipotentiaires respectifs ont signé le présent 
traité, et y ont apposé le sceau de leurs armes. 

Fait a Lisbonne, le vingt Avril mil huit cent cinquante-neuf. 


(L.S.) (Signé) M. HELtpEWIER 
(L.S.) (Signé) A. M. pE Fontes PEererra DE MELLO 


Convention of June 10, 1893, between the Netherlands and Portugal 
relative to Commerce, Navigation, Boundaries, etc.1 


Sa Majesté la Reine des Pays-Bas et en Son Nom Sa Majesté la 
Reine-Régente du Royaume. 


1Official report, p. 34. 
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et Sa Majesté le Roi de Portugal et des Algarves, reconnaissant la 
communauté d’intéréts qui existe entre Leurs possessions dans l’Archi- 
pel de Timor et Solor et voulant régler dans un esprit de bonne entente 
mutuelle les conditions les plus favorables au développement de ‘a 
civilisation et du commerce dans Leurs dites possessions, ont résolu 
de conclure une convention spéciale et ont nommé a cet effet pour 
Leurs plénipotentiaires, savoir: 
lesquels, aprés s’étre communiqué leurs pleins pouvoirs respectifs, 
trouvés en bonne et due forme, sont convenus des articles suivants: 


ARTICLE 1° 


® 


Afin de faciliter l’exercice de leurs droits de Souveraineté, les Hautes 
Parties contractantes estiment qu’il y a lieu d’établir d’une facon plus 
claire et plus exacte la démarcation de leurs possessions a Vile de 
Timor et de faire disparaitre les enclaves actuellement existantes. 


ArT. 2 


Les Hautes Parties contractantes nommeront a cet effet une com- 
mission d’experts qui sera chargée de formuler une proposition pouvant 
servir de base a la conclusion d’une convention ultérieure, déterminant 
la nouvelle ligne de démarcation dans la dite ile. 

Cette convention sera soumise a l’approbation de la législature des 
deux pays. 

ABTS 


Il sera accordé a l’ile de Timor aux bateaux pécheurs appartenant 
aux sujets de chacune des Hautes Parties contractantes, ainsi qu’a 
leurs équipages, la méme protection de la part des autorités respectives, 
que celles dont jouiront les sujets respectifs. 

Le commerce, l’industrie et la navigation des deux pays y jouiront 
du traitement de la nation étrangére la plus favorisée, sauf le traite- 
ment spécial accordé respectivement par les Hautes Parties contrac- 
tantes aux Etats indigénes. 

Art. 4 


Les Hautes Parties contractantes décident que |’importation et, 
exportation de toutes armes a feu entiéres ou en piéces détachées, 
de leurs cartouches, des capsules ou d’autres munitions, destinées a 
les approvisionner, sont interdites dans leurs possessions de 1’Archipel 
de Timor et Solor. 

Indépendamment des mesures prises directement par les Gouverne- 
ments pour l’armement de la force publique et l’organisation de leur 
défense, des exceptions pourront étre admises a titre individuel pour 
leurs sujets Européens, offrant une garantie suffisante que l’arme et 
les munitions qui leur seraient délivrées, ne seront pas cédées ou 
vendues a des tiers, et pour des voyageurs étrangers, munis d’une 
déclaration de leur Gouvernement constatant que l’arme et les muni- 
tions sont exclusivement destinées a leur défense personnelle. 
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Art. 5 


Toutefois les autorités supérieures de la partie néerlandaise et de 
la partie portugaise de l’ile de Timor seront autorisées a fixer annuelle- 
ment, d’un commun accord, le nombre et la qualité des armes a feu 
non perfectionnées et la quantité de munitions qui pourront étre in- 
troduites dans le courant de la méme année, ainsi que les conditions 
dans lesquelles cette importation pourra étre accordée. 

Cette importation cependant ne pourra se faire que par l’intermé- 
diaire de certaines personnes ou agerts qui résident a l’ile méme et 
qui auront obtenu a cet égard un autorisation spéciale de 1l’adminis- 
tration supérieure respective. 

En cas d’abus cette autorisation sera immédiatement retirée et ne 
pourra étre renouvelée. 

ArT. 6 


Le Gouvernement néerlandais, voulant donner une preuve de son 
désir de consolider ses rapports de bon voisinage, déclare renoncer a 
Vindemnité a laquelle il prétend avoir droit du chef de certains traite- 
ments que des pécheurs Néerlando-Indiens ont subi de 1889 a 1892 
de la part des autorités du Timor-portugais. 


Art. 7 


Dans le cas ott quelque difficulté surgirait par rapport a leurs rela- 
tions intercoloniales dans l’Archipel de Timor et Solor ou au sujet de 
Vinterprétation de la présente convention, les Hautes Parties contrac- 
tantes s’engagent a se soumettre a la décision d’une commission 
d’arbitres. 

Cette commission sera composée d’un nombre égal d’arbitres choisis 
par les Hautes Parties contractantes et d’un arbitre désigné par ces 


arbitres. 
Art. 8 


La présente convention sera ratifiée et les ratifications en seront 
échangées a Lisbonne. 

En foi de quoi, les plénipotentiaires l’ont signée et y ont apposé 
leurs chachets. 

Fait a Lisbonne, en double expédition, le dix juin mil huit cent 
quatre-vingt-treize. 

(L.S.) (Signé) Carer vAN HEECKEREN 
: “Ernesto RopotpHo HIntTZE RIBEIRO 


Declaration of July 1, 1893, regarding Cession of Territory* 


Les soussignés plénipotentiaires des Gouvernements signataires de 
la convention du 10 juin 1893 sont convenus de la déclaration suivante. 
Afin d’assurer le résultat de leur action commune qui tend surtout a 


1Official report, p. 36. 
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encourager le commerce et l'industrie de leurs nationaux par des garan- 
ties de sécurité et de stabilité, les Hautes Parties contractantes décla- 
rent qu’elles se reconnaissent réciproquement, en cas de cession soit 
en partie soit en totalité de leurs territoires ou de leurs droits de 
souveraineté dans l’Archipel de Timor et Solor, le droit de préfer- 
ence a des conditions similaires ou équivalentes a celles qui auront été 
offertes. Les cas de désaccord sur ces conditions tombent également 
sous l’application de l’article septiéme de la convention précitée. 

La présente déclaration qui sera ratifiée en méme temps que la 
convention conclue a Lisbonne le 10 juin 1893, sera considerée comme 
faisant partie intégrante de cette convention et aura la méme force 
et valeur. 

En foi de quoi, les plénipotentiaires respectifs ont signé la présente 
déclaration et y ont apposé leurs cachets. 

Fait 4 Lisbonne en double expédition, le 1° juillet 1893. 

(L.S.) (Signé) CareL van HEECKEREN 
ee “Ernesto RopotpHo Hintze RIBEIRO 


Convention of October 1, 1904, settling the Boundary of the Island of 
Timor* 


Sa Majesté la Reine des Pays-Bas et Sa Majesté le Roi de Portugal 
et des Algarves, etc., etc. 

reconnaissant la communauté d’intéréts qui existe entre Leurs pos- 
sessions dans l’Archipel de Timor et de Solor, et désirant arriver a 
une démarcation claire et exacte de ces possessions dans 1’Ile de Timor, 
apres avoir pris connaissance du résultat des travaux de la Commis- 
sion mixte pour la régularisation des frontiéres néerlandaises et portu- 
gaises dans I’Ile de Timor, instituée par les Gouvernements respectifs 
en vertu de l’article II de la Convention conclue entre les Hautes 
Parties a Lisbonne le 10 juin 1893, ont résolu de conclure une Conven- 
tion a cet effet et ont nommé pour Leurs plénipotentiaires. 


Lesquels aprés s’étre communiqué leurs pleins-pouvoirs, trouvés en 
bonne et due forme, sont convenus de ce qui suit: 
ARTICLE, 1° 


Les Pays-Bas cédent le Maucatar au Portugal. 


Art. 2 


Le Portugal céde aux Pays-Bas le Noimuti, le Tahakay et le Tamiru 
Ailala. 
Agr. 3 


La limite entre O’Kussi-Ambenu, appartenant au Portugal, et les 
possessions néerlandaises dans l’ile de Timor est formée par une ligne: 


1Official report, p. 37. 
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1°. partant du point a l’embouchure de la Noél (riviére) Besi d’ou 
le point culminant de Pulu-(ile) Batek se voit sous un azimut astrono- 
mique de trente degrés quarante-sept minutes Nord-Ouest, suivant le 
thalweg de la Noél Besi, celui de la Noél Niema et celui de la Bidjael 
Sunan jusqu’a sa source; 

2°. montant de la jusqu’au sommet Bidjael Sunan, et descendant par 
le thalweg de la Noél Miu Mavo jusqu’au point situé au Sud-Ouest 
du village Oben; 

3°. de la passant a l’ouest de ce village par les sommets Banat et 
Kita jusqu’au sommet Nivo Nun Po; de la suivant le thalweg des 
riviéres la Nono Boni et la Noél Pasab jusqu’a son affluent le Nono 
Susu, et montant le Nono Susu jusqu’a sa source; 

4°. passant le Klus (Crus) jusqu’au point ot la frontiére entre Abani 
et Nai Bobbo croise la riviére la Fatu Basin, et de 14 au point nommé 
Subina ; 

5°. descendant ensuite par le thalweg de la Fatu Basin jusqu’a la 
Ke An; de la jusqu’au Nai Nao; 

6°. passant le Nai Nao et descendant dans la Tut Nonie, par le 
thalweg de la Tut Nonie jusqu’a la Noél Ekan; 

7°. suivant le thalweg de la Noél Ekan jusqu’a 1’affluent le Sonau, 
par le thalweg de cet affluent jusqu’a sa source et de la a la riviére 
Nivo Nono; 

8°. montant par le thalweg de cette riviére jusqu’a sa source, pour 
aboutir, en passant le point nommé Ohoé Baki, a la source de la Nono 
Balena ; 

9°. suivant le thalweg de cette riviere, celui de la Nono Nisé et celui 
de la Noél Bilomi jusqu’a l’affluent de celle-ci le Oé Sunan; 

10°. a partir de ce point la limite suit le thalweg de ’}Oé Sunan, 
traverse autant que possible Nipani et Kelali (Keli), gagne la source 
de la Noél Meto et suit le thalweg de cette riviére jusqu’a son 


embouchure. 
Art. 4 


La partie de la limite entre O’Kussi Ambenu et les possessions 
néerlandaises, visée a l’article 3 10°., sera arpentée et indiquée sur le 
terrain dans le plus court délai possible. 

L’arpentage de cette partie et l’indication sur le terrain seront cer- 
tifiés par un procés-verbal avec une carte a dresser en deux exem- 
plaires qui seront soumis a l’approbation des Hautes Parties con- 
tractantes; aprés leur approbation, ces documents seront signés au 
nom des Gouvernements respectifs. 

Ce n’est qu’aprés la signature de ces documents que les Hautes 
Parties contractantes acquéreront la souveraineté des régions men- 


tionnées aux articles 1 et 2. 
Art. 5 


La limite entre les possessions des Pays-Bas dans la partie occiden- 
tale et du Portugal dans la partie orientale de l’ile de Timor suivra du 


Nord au Sud une ligne: ; 
1°, partant de l’embouchure de la Mota Biku (Silaba) par le thalweg 


/ 
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de cette riviére jusqu’a son affluent le We Bedain, par le thalweg du 
We Bedain, jusqu’a la Mota Asudaat (Assudat), par le thalweg de 
cette riviére jusqu’a sa source, et suivant de la dans la direction du 
Nord au Sud les coteaux du Kleek Teruin (Klin Teruin) et du Berénis 
(Birénis) Kakotun; 

2°, puis jusqu’a la riviére Muda Sorun, suivant le thalweg de cette 
riviére, et celui de la Tuah Naruk jusqu’a la riviére le Telau (Talau) ; 

3°. suivant le thalweg de la Telau jusqu’a la riviére la Malibaka, 
par le thalweg de cette riviére, celui de la Mautilu, et celui de la 
Pepies jusqu’a la montagne Bulu Hulu (Bulu Bulu) ; 

4°, de la jusqu’au Karawa Kotun, du Karawa Kotun par le thalweg 
de la riviére la Marees (Lolu) jusqu’a la riviére la Tafara, par le 
thalweg de cette riviére jusqu’a sa source appelée la Mota Tiborok 
(Tibor), et montant de 14 au sommet Dato Miet et descendant a la 
Mota Alun; 

5°. par le thalweg de la Mota Alun, celui de la Mota Sukaér 
(Sukar), et celui de la Mota Baukama, jusqu’a l’affluent de celle-ci, 
appelé Kalan-Féhan ; 

6°. passant les montagnes Tahi Fehu, Fatu Suta, Fatu Rusa, le grand 
arbre nommé Halifea, le sommet Uas Lulik, puis traversant la riviére 
la We Merak ot elle recoit son affluent We Nu, puis passant la grande 
pierre nommée Fatu Rokon, les sommets Fitun Monu, Debu Kasa- 
bauk, Ainin Matan et Lak Fuin; 

7°. du Lak Fuin-jusqu’au point ot la Hali Sobuk se jette dans la 
Mota Haliboi et par le thalweg de cette riviére jusqu’a sa source; 

8. de cette source jusqu’a celle de la Mota Bebulu, par le thalweg 
de cette riviére jusqu’a la We Diek, montant aux sommets Ai Kakar 
et Takis, descendant dans la Mota Masin et suivant le thalweg de la 
Mota Masin et de son embouchure nommée Mota Talas. 


ArT. 6 


Sauf les dispositions de l’article 4, les limites décrites aux articles 
3 et 5 sont tracées sur les cartes annexées a la présente Convention et 
signées par les plénipotentiaires respectifs. 


Art. 7 


Les territoires respectivement cédes seront évacuées et l’administra- 
tion en sera remise aux autorités compétentes dans les six mois aprés 
approbation du procés-verbal visé a l’article 4. 


Art. 8 


Les archives, cartes et autres documents relatifs aux territoires 
cédés, seront remis aux nouvelles autorités en méme temps que les 
territoires mémes. 

Art. 9 


La navigation sur les riviéres formant limite sera libre aux sujets 


des deux Hautes Parties contractantes 4 l’exception du transport 
d’armes et de munitions. 
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Art. 10 


Lors de la remise des territoires cédés, des bornes en pierre in- 
diquant l’année de la présente convention, d’une forme et d’une dimen- 
sion convenables au but qu’elles sont destinées 4 remplir, seront 
plantées avec solennité 4 un endroit convenable de la céte prés de 
Vembouchure des riviéres nommées ci-aprés. Les bornes néerlandaises 
seront plantées sur les rives occidentales de la Mota Biku et de la 
Mota Masin et les bornes portugaises sur les rives orientales de ces 
riviéres. Les quatre bornes en pierre seront fournies par le Gouverne- 
ment Néerlandais aux frais des deux gouvernements et le Gouverne- 
ment Néerlandais mettra un batiment de la marine royale a la dis- 
position des autorités respectives pour la remise solennelle des terri- 
toires cédés et la plantation des bornes. 

En outre la frontiére, ot elle n’est pas formée par des limites natu- 
relles, sera d’un commun accord démarquée sur le terrain par les 
autorités locales. 


Art. ll 


Sauf les dispositions de l’article 4, il sera dressé procés-verbal en 
langue francaise constatant la cession des territoires et la plantation 
des bornes. 

Les procés-verbaux seront dressés en doubles exemplaires et signés 
par les autorités respectives des deux pays. 


Art. 12 


La liberté des cultes est garantie de part et d’autre aux habitants 
des territoires échangés par la présente Convention. 


Art. 13 


Les Hautes Parties contractantes se reconnaissent réciproquement, 
en cas de cession soit en partie soit en totalité de leurs territoires ou 
de leurs droits de souveraineté dans l’Archipel de Timor et Solor, le 
droit de préférence a des conditions similaires ou équivalentes a celles 
qui auraient été offertes. 

Art. 14 


Toutes questions ou tous différends sur l’interprétation ou |’exécu- 
tion de la présente Convention, s’ils ne peuvent étre réglés a l’amiable, 
seront soumis a la Cour Permanente d’Arbitrage conformément aux 
dispositions prévues au chapitre II de la Convention internationale 
du 29 juillet 1899 pour la solution pacifique des conflits interna- 
tionaux. 

Arr. 15 


La présente Convention sera ratifée et les ratifications en seront 
échangées aussitot que possible aprés l’approbation de la législature 
des deux Pays. 
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En foi de quoi les plénipotentiaires respectifs ont signé la présente 
Convention et y ont apposé leurs cachets. 
Fait, en double expédition, 4 La Haye le 1° Octobre 1904. 
(L.-S.) (Signé) Bn Mervin pE LynpEN 
(L.-S.) i IDENBURG 
(L.-S.) * CONDE DE SELIR 


THE NORTH SEA or DOGGER BANK CASE 


Report of the Commission of Inquiry, February 26, 19051 


1, Les Commissaires, aprés un examen minutieux et prolongé de 
ensemble des faits parvenus a leur connaissance sur l’incident soumis 
a leur enquéte par la Déclaration de Saint-Pétersbourg du 12 (25) 
Novembre 1904, ont procédé dans ce Rapport 4 un exposé analytique 
de ces faits suivant leur enchainement rationnel. 

En faisant connaitre les appréciations dominantes de la Commission 
en chaque point important ou décisif de cet exposé sommaire, ils pen- 
sent avoir mis suffisament en lumiére les causes et les conséquences 
de l’incident en question en méme temps que les responsabilités qui 
s’en dégagent. 

2. La seconde escadre Russe de la flotte du Pacifique, sous le com- 
mandement en chef du Vice-Amiral Aide-de-camp Général Rojdest- 
vensky, mouillait le 7 (20) Octobre 1904, auprés du Cap Skagen avec 
lintention de faire du charbon avant de continuer sa route pour 
V’Extréme-Orient. 

Il parait, d’aprés les dépositions acquises, que, dés le départ de 
Vescadre de la rade de Reval, l’Amiral Rojdestvensky avait fait pren- 
dre des précautions minutieuses par les batiments placés sous ses ordres 
afin de les mettre pleinement en état de repousser pendant la nuit une 
attaque de torpilleurs, soit 4 mer, soit au mouillage. 

Ces précautions semblaient justifiées par les nombreuses informa- 
tions des Agents du Gouvernement Impérial au sujet de tentatives 
hostiles a redouter, et qui, selon toutes vraisemblances, devaient se 
produire sous la forme d’attaques de torpilleurs. 

En outre, pendant son séjour a Skagen l|’Amiral Rojdestvensky avait 
été averti de la présence de batiments suspects sur la cote de Norvége. 
Il avait appris, de plus, par le Commandant du transport ‘“Bakan,” 
arrivant du nord, que celui-ci avait apercu la nuit précédente quatre 
torpilleurs portant un seul feu et en téte de mat. 

Ces nouvelles déciderent l’Amiral a avancer son départ de vingt- 
quatre heures. 

3. En conséquence, chacun des six echelons distincts de l’escadre 
appareilla séparément a son tour et gagna la Mer du Nord, indé- 
pendamment, dans l’ordre indiqué par le rapport de l’Amiral Rojdest- 
vensky ; cet officier général commandant en personne le dernier échelon 
formé par les quatre nouveaux cuirassés “Prince Souvoroff,” “Em- 
pereur Alexandre III,” “Borodino,” “Orel,” et le transport “Anadyr.” 

Cet échelon quitta Skagen le 7 (20) Octobre a 10 heures du soir. 

La vitesse de 12 noeuds fut prescrite aux deux premiers échelons, 
formés de torpilleurs, et celle de 10 noeuds aux échelons suivants. 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 99, p. 921. 
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4. Entre 1 heure 30 et 4 heures 15 de l’aprés-midi du lendemain, 
8 (21) Octobre, tous les échelons de l’escadre furent croisés successive- 
ment par le vapeur Anglais, “Zéro,” dont le Capitaine examina avec 
assez d’attention les différentes unités pour permettre de les recon- 
naitre d’aprés la description qu’il en fit. 

Les résultats de ses observations sont conformes d’ailleurs en 
général aux indications du rapport de ’Amiral Rojdestvensky. 

5. Le dernier navire croisé par le “Zéro” était le “Kamchatka,” 
d’aprés la description qu’il en donna. 

Ce transport, qui formait primitivement groupe avec le “Dmitri 
Donskoi” et I’ “Avrora,” se trouvait donc alors attardé et isolé a une 
dizaine de milles environ en arriére de l’escadre; il avait été obligé 
de diminuer de vitesse a la suite d’une avarie de machine. 

Ce retard accidental fit peut-étre la cause incidente des événements 
qui suivirent. 

6. Vers 8 heures du soir, en effet, ce transport rencontra le batiment 
Suédois “Aldebaran” et d’autres navires inconnus, qu’il canonna sans 
doute par suite des préoccupations que lui causaient dans les circon- 
stances du moment son isolement, ses avaries de machine et son peu 
de valeur militaire. 

Quoiqu’il en soit, le Commandant du “Kamchatka” transmit a 8 
heures 45 4 son Commandant-en-chef par la télégraphie sans fil, au 
sujet de cette rencontre, l’information qu’il était “attaqué de tous cdtés 
par des torpilleurs.” 

7. Pour se rendre compte de la part que cette nouvelle put prendre 
dans les déterminations ultérieures de l’Amiral Rojdestvensky, il faut 
considérer que dans ses prévisions les torpilleurs assaillants, dont la 
présence lui était ainsi signalée, a tort ou a raison, a une cinquantaine 
de milles en arriére de l’échelon des vaisseaux qu’il commandait, 
pouvaient le rejoindre pour l’attaquer a son tour vers 1 heure du 
matin. 

Cette information décida.l’Amiral Rojdestvensky a signaler a ses 
batiments vers 10 heures du soir de redoubler de vigilance et de s’at- 
tendre a une attaque de torpilleurs. 

8. A bord du “Souvoroff” l’Amiral avait jugé indispensable que I’un 
des deux officiers supérieurs de son état-major fit de quart sur la 
passerelle de commandement pendant la nuit afin de surveiller, a sa 
place, la marche de l’escadre et de le prevenir immédiatement s’il se 
produisait quelque incident. 

A bord de tous les batiments, d’ailleurs, les ordres permanents de 
!’Amiral prescrivaient que l’Officier chef de quart était autorisé a 
ouvrir le feu dans le cas d’une attaque évidente et imminente de 
torpilleurs. 

Si l’attaque venait de l’avant il devait le faire de sa propre initiative, 
et, dans le cas contraire, beaucoup moins pressant, il devait en référer 
a son Commandant. 

Au sujet de ces ordres la majorité des Commissaires estime qu’ils 
n’avaient rien d’excessif en temps de guerre, et particulierement dans 
les circonstances, que l’Amiral Rojdestvensky avait tout lieu de con- 
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sidérer comme trés alarmantes, dans l’impossibilité ot: il se trouvait de 
controler l’exactitude des avertissements qu’il avait recus des Agents de 
son Gouvernement. 

9. Vers 1 heure du matin le 9 (22) Octobre, 1904, la nuit était a 
demi obscure, un peu voilée par une brume légére et basse. La lune ne 
se montrait que par intermittences entre les nuages. Le vent soufflait 
moderément du sud-est, en soulevant une longue houle qui imprimait 
aux vaisseaux des roulis de 5 degrés de chaque bord. 

La route suivie par l’escadre vers le sud-ouest devait conduire les 
deux derniers échelons, ainsi que la suite des événements l’a prouvé, 
a passer a proximité du lieu de péche habituel de la flottille des 
chalutiers de Hull, composée d’une trentaine de ces petits batiments a 
vapeur et couvrant une étendue de quelques milles. 

I] résulte des dépositions concordantes des témoins Britanniques que 
tous ces bateaux portaient leurs feux réglementaires et chalutaient con- 
formément a leurs régles usuelles, sous la conduite de leur maitre de 
péche, suivant les indications de fusées conventionnelles. 

10. D’aprés les communications regues par la télégraphie sans fil, 
rien d’anormal n’avait été signalé par les échelons qui précédaient celui 
de l’Amiral Rojdestvensky en franchissant ces parages. 

On a su depuis, notamment, que l’Amiral Folkersam, ayant été con- 
duit 4 contourner la flotille dans le nord, éclaira de trés prés avec ses 
projecteurs électriques les chalutiers les plus voisins et, les ayant 
reconnus ainsi pour des batiments inoffensifs, continua tranquillement 
sa route. 

11. C’est peu de temps aprés qu’arrivait 4 son tour, a proximité du 
lieu de péche des chalutiers, le dernier échelon de l’escadre conduit par 
le “Souvoroff,” battant pavillon de l’Amiral Rojdestvensky. 

La route de cet échelon le conduisait a peu prés sur le gros de 
la flottille des chalutiers, qu’il allait donc étre obligé de contourner, 
mais dans le sud, quand I’attention des officiers de service sur les pas- 
serelles du “Souvoroff” fut attirée par une fusée verte qui les mit en 
défiance. 

Cette fusée, lancée par le maitre depéche, indiquait en réalité, suivant 
leurs conventions, que les chalutiers devaient draguer le cdté tribord 
au vent. 

Presque immédiatement aprés cette premiére alerte et en se rap- 
portant aux dépositions, les observateurs, qui des passerelles du “Sou- 
voroff” fouillaient l’horizon avec des jumelles de nuit, decouvrirent 
“sur la créte des lames dans la direction du bossoir de tribord et a une 
distance approximative de 18 a 20 encablures” un batiment qui leur 
parut suspect parce qu’ils ne lui voyaient aucun feu et que ce batiment 
leur semblait se diriger vers eux a contre-bord. 

Lorsque le navire suspect fut éclairé par un projecteur, les obser- 
vateurs crurent reconnaitre un torpilleur 4 grande allure. 

C’est d’aprés ces apparences que |’Amiral Rojdestvensky fit ouvrir 
le feu sur ce navire inconnu. 

La majorité des Commissaires exprime a ces sujet l’opinion que la 
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responsabilité de cet acte et les résultats de la cannonade essuyée par 
la flottille de péche incombent a l’Amiral Rojdestvensky. 

12. Presque aussitét aprés l’ouverture du feu par tribord, le 
“Souvoroff” apercgut sur son avant un petit bateau lui barrant la route 
et fut obligé de lancer sur la gauche pour éviter de l’aborder. Mais ce 
bateau, éclairé par un projecteur, fut reconnu étre un chalutier. 

Pour empécher que le tir des vaisseux fit dirigé sur ce batiment 
inoffensif, l’axe du projecteur fut aussitdt relevé a 45°. vers le ciel. 

Ensuite, VAmiral fit adresser par signal a l’escadre l’ordre “de ne 
pas tirer sur les chalutiers.” 

Mais en méme temps que le projecteur avait éclairé ce bateau de 
péche, d’aprés les dépositions des témoins, les observateurs du “Sou- 
voroff”’ apercurent a babord un autre batiment qui leur paru suspect, 
a cause de ses apparences de méme nature que celles de l’objectif du 
tir par tribord. 

Le feu fut aussitdt ouvert sur ce deuxiéme but et se trouva ainsi 
engagé des deux bords, la file des vaisseaux étant revenue par un 
mouvement de contre-marche a sa route primitive sans avoir changé 
de vitesse. 

13. D’aprés les ordres permanents de l’escadre, l’Amiral indiquait 
les buts sur lesquels devait étre dirigé le tir des vaisseaux en fixant 
sur eux ses projecteurs. Mais comme chaque vaisseau balayait l’hori- 
son en tout sens autour de lui avec ses propres projecteurs pour se 
garder d’une surprise, il était difficile qu’il ne se produisit pas de 
confusion. 

Ce tir, d’une durée de dix a douze minutes, causa de graves dom- 
mages dans la flottille des chalutiers. C’est ainsi que deux hommes 
furent tués et six autres blessés; que le “Crane” sombra; que le 
“Snipe,” le “Mino,” le “Moulmein,” le “Gull,” et le “Majestic” re- 
gurent des avaries plus ou moins importantes. 

D’autre part le croiseur “Avrora” fut atteint par plusieurs pro- 
jectiles. 

La majorité des Commissaires constate qu’elle manque |’éléments 
précis pour reconnaitre sur quel but ont tiré les vaisseaux; mais les 
Commissaires reconnaissent unanimement que les bateaux de la flot- 
tille de péche n’ont commis aucun acte hostile; et la majorité des Com- 
missaires étant d’opinion qu’il n’y avait, ni parmi les chalutiers, ni 
sur les lieux, ancun torpilleur, l’ouverture du feu par l’Amiral Roj- 
destvensky n’était pas justifiable. 

Le Commissaire Russe, ne se croyant pas fondé a partager cette 
opinion, enonce la conviction que ce sont précisément les batiments 
suspects s’approchant de l’escadre dans un but hostile qui ont provoqué 
le feu. 

14. Au sujet des but réels de ce tir nocturne, le fait que I’“Avrora” 
a recu quelques projectiles de 47 millim. et de 75 millim. serait de 
nature a faire supposer que ce croiseur, et peut-étre méme quelque 
autre batiment Russe, attardé sur la route du “Souvoroff” a l’insu 
de ce vaisseau, ait pu provoquer et attirer les premiers feux. 

Cette erreur pouvait étre motivée par le fait que ce navire, vu de 
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Parriére, ne montrait aucune lumiére apparente, et par une illusion 
d’optique nocturne dont les observateurs du vaisseau-amiral auraient 
été l’objet. 

A ce propos les Commissaires constatent qu’il leur manque des 
renseignements importants leur permettant de connaitre les raisons qui 
ont provoqué la continuation du tir a babord. 

Dans cette conjecture certains chalutiers éloignés auraient pu étre 
confondus ensuite avec les buts primitifs et ainsi canonnés directe- 
ment. D/’autres, au contraire, ont pu étre atteints par un tir dirigé 
sur des buts plus éloignés. 

Ces considérations ne sont pas d’ailleurs en contradiction avec les 
impressions de certains chalutiers qui, en se voyant atteints par des 
projectiles et restant éclairés dans le pinceau des projecteurs, pou- 
vaient se croire l’objet d’un tir direct. 

15. La durée du tir sur tribord, méme en se placant au point de vue 
de la version Russe, a semblé a la majorité des Commissaires avoir 
été plus longue qu’elle ne paraissait nécessaire. 

Mais cette majorité estime qu’elle n’est pas suffisamment renseignée 
ainsi qu’il vient d’étre dit, au sujet de la continuation du tir par 
babord. 

En tout cas, les Commissaires se plaisent a reconnaitre a l’unanimité 
que l’Amiral Rojdestvensky a fait personnellement tout ce qu’il pou- 
vait, du commencement a la fin, pour empécher que les chalutiers, re- 
connus comme tels, fussent l’objet du tir de l’escadre. 

16. Quoiqu’il en soit, le “Dmitri Donskoi” ayant fini par signaler son 
numéro, l’Amiral se decida a faire le signal général de “cesser le feu’ ; 
la file de ses vaisseaux continua alors sa route et disparut dans le 
sud-ouest sans avoir stoppé. 

A cet égard, les Commissaires sont unanimes a reconnaitre, qu’aprés 
les circonstances qui ont précédé l’incident et celles qui l’ont produit, 
i! y avait a la fin du tir assez d’incertitudes au sujet du danger que 
courait l’échelon des vaisseaux pour décider l’Amiral a continuer sa 
route. 

Toutefois, la majorité des Commissaires regrette que 1’Amiral 
Rojdestvensky n’ait pas eu la préoccupation, en franchissant le Pas de 
Calais, d’informer les autorités des Puissances maritimes voisines 
qu’ayant été amené a ouvrir le feu prés d’un groupe de chalutiers, ces 
bateaux, de nationalité inconnue, avaient besoin de secours. 

17. Les Commissaires, en mettant fin a4 ce Rapport, déclarent que 
leurs appréciations, qui s’y trouvent formulées, ne sont dans leur esprit 
de nature a jeter aucune déconsidération sur la valuer militaire ni sur 
les sentiments d’humanité de l’Amiral Rojdestvensky et du personnel 
de son escadre. 

SPAUN 

FouRNIER 

DouBASSOFF 

Lewis BEAUMONT 
Cuartes Henry Davis 
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Agreement for Inquiry, November 12/25, 1904* 


Le Gouvernement de Sa Majesté Britannique et le Gouvernement 
Impérial de Russie s’étant mis d’accord pour confier 4 une Commission 
Internationale d’Enquéte, réunie conformement aux Articles IX—XIV 
de la Convention de La Haye du 29 (17) Juillet 1899, pour le régle- 
ment pacifique des conflits internationaux, le soin d’éclaircir par un 
examen impartial et consciencieux les questions de fait se rapportant 
a V’incident qui s’est produit durant la nuit du 21-22 (8-9) Octobre, 
1904, dans la mer du Nord—au cours duquel le tir des piéces de canon 
de la flotte Russe occasionna la perte d’un bateau et la mort de deux 
personnes appartenant a une flotille de pécheurs Britanniques, ainsi 
que des dommages a d’autres bateaux de la dite flotille et des blessures 
aux €quipages de quelques-uns de ces bateaux—les Soussignés, dument 
autorisés a cet effet, sont convenus des dispositions suivantes: 

Art. I. La Commission Internationale d’Enquéte sera composée de 
cing membres (Commissaires), dont deux seront des officers de haut 
rang des marines Britannique et Impériale Russe respectivement. Les 
Gouvernements de France et des Etats-Unis d’Amérique seront priés 
de choisir, chacun, un de leurs officiers de marine de haut rang comme 
membre de la Commission. Le cinquiéme membre sera élu d’accord 
par les quatre membres susmentionnés. 

Dans le cas ot il ne se produirait pas d’entente entre les quatres 
Commissaires pour le choix du cinquiéme membre de la Commission, 
Sa Majesté ’Empereur d’Autriche, Roi de Hongrie, sera invité a le 
nommer. 

Chacune des deux Hautes Parties Contractantes nommera égale- 
ment un jurisconsulte-assesseur avec voix consultative et un agent, 
chargés, a titre officiel, de prendre part aux travaux de la Commission. 

II. La Commission devra faire une enquéte et dresser un rapport 
sur toutes les circonstances relatives a l’incident de la mer du Nord, en 
particulier sur la question ot git la responsabilité et sur le degré de 
blame concernant les ressortissants des deux Hautes Parties Contrac- 
tantes ou d’autres pays, dans le cas ot leur responsabilité se trouverait 
constatée par l’enquéte. 

III. La Commission fixera les détails de la ‘procédure qui sera suivie 
par elle pour l’accomplissement de la tache qui lui est dévolue. 

IV. Les deux Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a fournir a 
la Commission Internationale d’Enquéte, dans la plus large mesure 
qu’elles jugeront possible, tous les moyens et les facilités nécessaires 
pour la connaissance complete et l’appréciation exacte des faits en 
question. 

V. La Commission se réunira 4 Paris aussitét que faire se pourra, 
apres la signature de cet Arrangement. 

VI. La Commission présentera aux deux Hautes Parties Contrac- 
tantes son rapport signé par tous les membres de la Commission. 

VII. La Commission prendra toutes ses décisions a la majorité des 
voix des cinq Commissaires. 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 97, p. 77. 
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VIII. Les deux Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a garder 
chacune a sa charge, par réciprocité, les frais de l’enquéte faite par 
elle préalablement a la réunion de la Commission. Quant aux dépenses 
qui incomberont a la Commission Internationale d’Enquéte a partir du 
moment de sa réunion pour l’installation de ses services et les in- 
vestigations nécessaires, elles seront faites en commun par les deux 
Gouvernements. 

En foi de quoi les Soussignés ont signé la présente Déclaration et y 
ont apposé le sceau de leurs armes. 

Fait en double a Saint-Pétersbourg, le 25 (12) Novembre, 1904. 


(L.S.) CHarLes HARDINGE 
(L.S.) Comte LAMsporFF 


Supplementary Protocol of November 12/25, 1904, to the Agreement 
for Inquary* 


Les Soussignés se sont réunis aujourd’hui a l’Hotel du Ministére 
Impérial des Affaires Etrangéres pour procéder a la signature d’une 
Déclaration entre le Gouvernement de Sa Majesté Britannique et le 
Gouvernement Impérial de Russie concernant l’institution d’une Com- 
mission Internationale d’Enquéte au sujet de V’incident de la mer du 
Nord. 

Aprés lecture des instruments respectifs, lesquels ont été trouvés en 
bonne et due forme, la signature de la dite Déclaration a en lieu selon 
Vusage. 

En foi de quoi les Soussignés ont dressé le présent Protocole et l’ont 
revétu du sceau de leurs armes. 

Fait en double a Saint-Pétersbourg, le 25 (12) Novembre, 1904. 

(L.S.) Caartes HarpDINGE 
(L.S.) Comte LAMSDORFF 


1British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 97, p. 79. 
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Report of the Commission of Inquiry, July 23, 1912* 


Les Commissaires, aprés avoir examiné et rapproché les renseigne- 
ments fournis, tant par les documents présentés par les deux parties 
que par les témoignages recueillis, aprés avoir fait la part d’importance 
qui peut revenir 4 chacun des renseignements recueillis et tenu compte 
du degré d’incertitude relative de chacun d’eux, a délibéré et conclu 
ainsi qu’il suit: 

I 


Les renseignements et les documents présentés ne sont pas de nature 
a permettre de déterminer des points géographiques précis pour les 
diverses circonstances soumises a l’enquéte, mais simplement des zones 
dans lesquelles ces circonstances se seraient produites, sans qu’il soit 
possible de choisir un point particulier dans ces zones. 

1°. Sur le point ot a été arrété la Tavignano. 

Ce point est compris a l’intérieur d’un quadrilatére rectiligne déter- 
miné per les quatre sommets suivants: 


Commie: wines. (eae 33° 29’ 20" Nord. 
Longitude 8° 56’ 40” Est de Paris. 
Sommetl Bala. jae 33° 29’ 10” Nord. 
Longitude 8° 55’ 10” Est de Paris. 
Sommet A er ee cart as 33° 26’ me Nord. 
Longitude 8° 54’ 40” Est de Paris. 
Samiiets Dakeee Latitude 33° 26’ 30” Nord. 


Longitude 8° 56’ 40” Est de Paris. 


2°. En ce qui concerne la poursuite des mahonnes. 

A. Par le Fulmine. 

Le Fulmme, partant d’un point indéterminable de la zone ci-dessus 
définie, a poursuivi les mahonnes, peut-étre en sortant de cette zone, 
dans une direction qui n’a pu étre précisée, mais qui est comprise entre 
le Sud-Est et le Sud-Ouest par le Sud. 

Les mahonnes poursuivies se trouvaient aux points suivants, qui 
sont le centre d’un cercle d’incertitude d’un demi-mille de rayon: 


Cumound ke ke pe 33° 24’ 10” Nord 
Longitude 9° 00’ 15” Est de Paris 

GOO renee ee edt 33° 22' 40” Nord 
Longitude 8° 59’ 55” Est de Paris 


1Official report, p. 177. 
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Aprés cette poursuite, le Fulmine est revenu mouiller prés du 
Tavignano, en un point H que la Commission choisit comme centre 
d’un cercle d’incertitude d’un demi-mille de rayon. 

B. Le Canopo a canonné la mahonne Gaulois alors que cette ma- 
honne se trouvait au point indiqué ci-dessus et que lui Canopo 
provenait, avec le cap au Nord, du point indiqué dans son rapport de 
mer par 


33. 20’. 457) Nord 
9° 00’ 50” Est de Paris 


Latitude 
Longitude 


et que la Commission adopte également comme centre d’un cercle 
dincertitude d’un demi-mille de rayon. 

La visite des deux mahonnes Camouna et Gaulois par le Canopo 
a eu lieu en un point déterminé par 


33° 22’ 00” Nord 
9° 00’ 25” Est de Paris 


Latitude 
Longitude 


et qui est le centre d’un cercle d’incertitude d’un demi-mille de rayon. 

La Commission, aprés sa visite sur les lieux, et a la suite de ses 
constatations dans les eaux de Zarzis, décide de s’en rapporter, pour 
Vhydrographie, la configuration et la nature de la céte et des bancs 
avoisinants, a la carte francaise du Service hydrographique N°. 4247. 
Elle rappelle que ses constatations ont fait l’objet de son procés-verbal 
en date du 15 juillet 1912 et classé sous la cote 68. 

Le Président ayant donné lecture du présent rapport 4 MM. les 
Commissaires, ce rapport et ses conclusions ont été adoptés a 
V’unanimité. 

Fait a Malte, en trois exemplaires, le 23 juillet 1912. 

Les Commissmres: GIUSEPPE GENOESE ZERBI 
SOMBORN 
SEGRAVE 


Agreement for Inqury, May 20, 19121 


Le Gouvernement de la Répu- Il R. Governo italiano e il Go- 


blique francaise et le Gouverne- 
ment Royal italien, également 
désireux de pourvoir au régle- 
ment des difficultés auxquelles ont 
donné lieu la capture et la saisie 
momentané du vapeur postal fran- 
cais Tavignano, le 25 janvier 1912, 
par le batiment de la Marine 


1Official report, pp. 7, 9. 


verno della Repubblica Francese, 
mossi da egual desiderio di prov- 
vedere al regolamento delle diffi- 
colta cui hanno dato luogo la cat- 
tura ed il sequestro temporaneo 
del piroscafo postale francese 
Tavignano, il 25 gennaio 1912, da 
parte della nave della R. Marina 
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royale italienne Fulmine, ainsi que 
le tir effectué sur les mahonnes 
Camouna et Gaulois, le 25 janvier 
1912, par le torpilleur italien 
Canopo, 

Ont résolu, conformément au 
titre III de la Convention de La 
Haye, du 18 octobre 1907, pour le 
réglement pacifique des conflits in- 
ternationaux, de confier a une 
Commission internationale d’en- 
quéte le soin d’élucider les circon- 
stances de fait dans lesquelles les- 
dites capture et saisie et ledit tir 
ont été effectués. 

Et sont, a cet effet, convenus 
des dispositions suivantes: 


ARTICLE 1 


Une Commission internationale 
d’enquéte composée, comme il est 
dit ci-aprés, est chargée de: 

I. Rechercher, relever et pré- 
ciser le point géographique ot ont 
été effectués: 1°. larrestation du 
vapeur postal francais Tavignano, 
par le batiment de la Marine 
royale italienne Fulmine, le 25 
janvier 1912; 2°. la poursuite des 
mahonnes Camouna et Gaulois, 
par le méme batiment, puis par le 
batiment de la Marine royale 
italienne Canopo et le tir effectué 
par ce dernier sur lesdites ma- 
honnes. 

II. Préciser l’hydrographie, la 
configuration et la nature de la 
cote et des bancs avoisinants, la 
distance entre eux des différents 
points que l’un ou l’autre des Com- 
missaires jugeront utiles de rele- 
ver, et la distance de ces points 
a ceux ot se sont passés les faits 
susvisés. 

TIT. Consigner dans un rapport 
écrit le résultat de ses investiga- 
tions. 
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italiana Fulmine, ed il tiro ese- 
guito contro le maone Camouna e 
Gaulois, i1 25 gennaio 1912, da 
parte della torpediniera italiana 
Canopo, 

Hanno stabilito, in conformita 
del titolo III della Convenzione 
dell’Aja dell’ 18 ottobre 1907 per 
il regolamento pacifico dei con- 
flitti internazionali, di affidare ad 
una Commissione internazionale 
d’inchiesta il compito di chiarire le 
circostanze di fatto nelle quali la 
cattura, il sequestro ed il tiro pre- 
detti furono eseguiti; 

E sono, a questo fine, convenuti 
delle disposizioni seguenti: 


ArTIcoLo I 


Una commissione internazionale 
d’inchiesta composta come sera 
detto in seguito, é incaricata di: 

1) Cercare, rilevare e precisare 
il punto geografico in cui furono 
eseguiti: a) 11 fermo del piroscafo 
postale francese Tavignano da 
parte della nave della R. Marina 
italiana Fulmine, il 25 gennaio 
1912; 6b) TVinseguimento delle 
maone Camouna e Gaulois da 
parte della medesima nave e poi 
della nave della R. Marina italiana 
Canopo, ed il tiro eseguito da 
quest’ultima contro le maone sud- 
dette; 

2) Precisare l’idrografia, la con- 
figurazione e la natura della costa 
e dei banchi adiacento, la distanza 
tra loro dei diversi punti che l’uno 
o Vl’altro dei commissari stimera 
utile di rilevare, e la distanza tra 
questi punti e quelli in cui sono 
accaduti i fatti sopra ennuciati; 


3) Conseguare in un rapporto 
scritto il resultato delle sue in- 
dagini. 
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ARTICLE 2 


La Commission internationale 
d’enquéte sera composée de trois 
Commissaires, dont deux seront 
des officiers des Marines nation- 
ales francaise et italienne, d’un 
grade au moins égal a celui de 
Capitaine de frégate. Le Gou- 
vernement de Sa Majesté britan- 
nique sera prié de choisir le 
troisiéme Commissaire parmi ses 
officiers de marine d’un grade 
supérieur ou plus anciens en 
grade. Celui-ci remplira les fonc- 
tions de président. 


Deux secrétaires seront chargés 
de remplir les fonctions de gref- 
fiers de la Commission et d’assis- 
ter celle-ci dans ses opérations, 
lun étant désigné par le Gou- 
vernement de la République fran- 
caise, et l’autre par le Gouverne- 
ment royal italien. 


ARTICLE 3 


La Commission internationale 
d’enquéte aura qualité pour s’en- 
tourer de tous renseignements, in- 
terroger et entendre tous témoins, 
examiner tous papiers de bord de 
V’un ou de l’autre desdits navires, 
batiments et mahonnes, procéder, 
s'il y a lieu, aux sondages néces- 
saires, et en général recourir a 
tous moyens d’information propres 
a assurer la manifestation de la 
vérité. 

Les deux Gouvernements s’en- 
gagent a cet égard a fournier a la 
Commission, dans la plus large 
mesure qu’ils jugeront possible, 
tous les moyens et facilités et 
notamment les moyens de trans- 
port lui permettant d’accomplir sa 
tache. 
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ARTICOLO II 


La commissione internazionale 
d’inchiesta sara composta di tre 
(commissari, due dei quali saranno 
ufficiali delle marine nazionali 
italiana e francese, di grado eguale 
almeno a quello di capitano di 
fregata. Il Governo di Sua 
Maesta Britannica sara pregato di 
scegliere il terzo commissario tra 
i suoi ufficiali di Marina di grado 
superiore o pil anziani in grado. 
Quest’ultimo adempira le fun- 
zioni di presidente. 


Due segretari, designati uno dal 
R. Governo Italiano, l’altro dal Go- 
verno della Repubblica francese, 
saranno incaricati di adempiere le 
funzioni di cancellieri della Com- 
missione e di assisterla nei suoi 
atti. 


ArticoLo III 


La Commissione internazionale 
d’inchiesta avra veste per rac- 
cogliere qualsiasi informazione, 
interrogare ed ascoltare qualsiasi 
testimone, esaminare qualsiasi 
carta di bordo dell’una o dell’altra 
delle dette navi e maone, proce- 
dere occorrendo agli scandagli 
necessari, e, in generale, ricorrere 
a qualsiasi mezzo di indagine atto 
ad assicurare la manifestazione 
della verita. 

I due Governi s’impegnano a 
questo riguardo di fornire alla 
Commissione, nella pit larga 
misura che stimeranno possibile, 
tutti i mezzi e le facilitazioni, e 
particolarmente i mezzi di tras- 
porto, che le permettano di adem- 
piere il compito suo. 
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ARTICLE 4 


La Commission internationale 
d’enquéte se réunira a Malte aus- 
sitot que faire se pourra et aura la 
faculté de se déplacer conformé- 
ment a l’article 20 de la Conven- 
tion de La Haye, du 18 octobre 
1907; pour le réglement pacifique 
des conflits internationaux. 


ARTICEE 5 


La langue francaise est la 
langue de la Commission interna- 
tionale d’enquéte; toutefois, dans 
leurs délibérations, les Commis- 
saires pourront faire usage de leur 
propre langue. 


ARTICLE 6 


Dans un délai qui n’excédera 
pas quinze jours, a dater de sa 
premiére réunion, la Commission 
internationale d’enquéte arrétera 
les conclusions de son rapport et 
les communiquera a chacun des 
deux Gouvernements. 


ARTICLE 7 


Chaque Partie supportera ses 
propres frais et une part égale des 
frais de la Commission. 


ARTICLE 8 


Pour tout ce qui n’est pas prévu 
par la présente convention d’en- 
quéte, et notamment pour la pro- 
cédure d’enquéte, les dispositions 
de la Convention de La Haye, du 
18 octobre 1907, pour le réglement 
pacifique des conflits internation- 
aux, seront applicables a la pré- 
sente Commission internationale 
d’enquéte. 

Fait en double exemplaire, a 
Rome, le 20 mai 1912. 
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ARTICOLO IV 


La Commissione internazionale 
d’inchiesta si riunira a Malta ap- 
pena sara possibile e avra facolta 
di spostarsi, conformemente all’ar- 
ticolo 20 della convenzione dell’- 
Aja del 18 ottobre 1907 per il 
regolamento pacifico dei confliti 
internazionali. 


ARTICOLO V 


La lingua francese é la lingua 
della Commissione internazionale 
d’inchiesta ; i commissari potranno 
tuttavia servirsi della propria nelle 
loro deliberazioni. 


ARTICOLO VI 


Entro un termine non maggiore 
di 15 giorni, a datare dalla sua 
prima riunione, la Commissione 
internazionale d’inchiesta deter- 
minera le conclusioni del suo rap- 
porto e le communichera a cias- 
cuno dei due governi. 


ArtTIcoLo VII 


Ciascuna parte sosterra le pro- 
prie spese e una quota eguale di 
quelle della commissione. 


ArtTIcoLo VIII 


Per tutto cid che non é preve- 
duto dalla presente convenzione, 
saranno applicabili alla Commis- 
sione le disposizioni della Conven- 
zione dell’Aja del 18 ottobre 1907 
per il regolamento pacifico dei 
conflitti internazionali. 


Fatto in doppio esemplare, a 
Roma, il 20 maggio 1912. 


Signe: CAMILLE BARRERE 
DI SAN GIULIANO 
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Agreement of April 15, 1912, relative to the Arbitration of the 
“Tavignano,” “Camouna” and “Gaulois’ Cases 


Les Gouvernements francais et italien décident de soumettre a une 
Commission internationale d’enquéte les questions de fait soulevées: 
1°. Au sujet de la saisie du vapeur francais Tavignano par le tor- 
ad italien Fulmine, le 25 janvier 1912 dans les parages de Ras- 
ira; 

2°. Au sujet des coups de canon tirés par le torpilleur Canopo le 
méme jour et dans les mémes parages sur les deux mahonnes 
tunisiennes Kamouna et Gaulois. 

Aprés que ladite Commission internationale aura terminé son en- 
quéte, le résultat en sera transmis s’il y a lieu au méme tribunal arbi- 
tral chargé de statuer sur les affaires du Carthage et du Manouba, 
afin qu’il se prononce sur les questions de droit, qu’il établisse les re- 
sponsabilités et qu’il détermine les réparations morales et matérielles 
qu’elles comporteraient. 

Rome, le 15 avril 1912. 

Signé: CAMILLE BARRERE 
DI SAN GIULIANO 


Compromis of Arbitration, November 8, 1912? 


Le Gouvernement de la République Frangaise et le Gouvernement 
Royal Italien s’étant mis d’accord le 15 avril 1912, 

1°. Pour soumettre 4 une Commission internationale d’enquéte les 
questions de fait soulevées au sujet de la saisie du vapeur frangais 
Tavignano par le torpilleur italien Fulmine, le 25 janvier 1912, dans 
les parages de Ras-Zira et au sujet des coups de canon tirés par le 
torpilleur italien Canopo, le méme jour et dans les mémes parages, sur 
les deux mahonnes tunisiennes Kamouna et Gaulots; 

2°. Pour transmettre, s’il y avait lieu, le résultat de l’enquéte au 
Tribunal arbitral chargé de statuer sur les affaires du Carthage et du 
Manouba, afin qu’il se prononce sur les questions de droit, qu’il 
établisse les responsabilités et qu’il détermine les réparations morales 
et matérielles qu’elles comporteraient, 

Ayant pris connaissance du rapport présenté le 23 juillet 1912 par 
ladite Commission Internationale d’enquéte, 

Les soussignés, diment autorisés a cet effet, sont convenus du Com- 


promis suivant: 
ARTICLE 1 


Le Tribunal arbitral chargé de statuer sur les affaires du Carthage 
et du Manouba est aussi chargé de statuer sur les incidents concernant 
la saisie du vapeur francais Tavignano et les coups de canon tirés sur 
les mahonnes tunisiennes, afin de se prononcer sur les questions de 


1Official report, Mémoire of the French Republic, p. 5, note 1. 
2Ibid., p. 5. 
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droit, d’établir les responsabilités et de déterminer les réparations 
morales et matérielles qu’elles comporteraient. 


ARTICLE 2 


Pour ce qui concerne les questions de fait soulevées par les deux 
incidents, le Tribunal arbitral devra faire état du rapport présenté par 
la Commission internationale d’enquéte le 23 juillet 1912, ainsi que 
des procés-verbaux de ladite Commission. 

Ledit rapport et lesdits procés-verbaux seront imprimés a frais 
communs par les soins des Parties et dans le plus bref délai possible. 


ARTICLE 3 


A la date du 15 janvier 1913, chaque Partie déposera au Bureau de 
la Cour Permanente d’arbitrage quinze exemplaires de son meémoire, 
avec les copies certifiées conformes de tous les documents et piéces 
qu’elle compte invoquer dans la cause. 

Le Bureau en assurera sans retard la transmission aux arbitres et 
aux Parties, savoir deux exemplaires pour chaque arbitre, trois exem- 
plaires pour la Partie adverse; deux exemplaires resteront dans les 
archives du Bureau. 

A la date du 1° mars 1913, chaque Partie déposera, dans les memes 
conditions que ci-dessus, son contre-mémoire avec les piéces a l’appui 
et ses conclusions finales. 

Le Tribunal se réunira a La Haye dans la seconde quinzaine de 
mars sur la convocation de son Président. 


ARTICLE 4 


Pour tout ce qui n’est pas prévu par le présent Compromis, les 
dispositions des Compromis du 6 mars 1912 et de l’Accord du 4 bgp te 
1912 seront applicables au présent litige. 

Fait a Paris, le 8 novembre 1912. 


Signé: L. RENAULT 
Signé: G. Fusinato 


Agreement of May a2, 1913, Settling Definitively the “Tavignano,” 
“Camouna” and “Gaulois” Controversy' 


Les deux affaires du “Carthage” et du “Manouba” étant sur le point 
d’étre réglées par jugement arbitral, le Gouvernement de la Republique 
francaise et le Gouvernement royal italien ont considéré qu’un ar- 
rangement direct de l’affaire concernant le “Tavignano” et les deux 
mahonnes tunisiennes serait, par la nature méme de ce différend, par- 
ticuliérement désirables. Les deux Gouvernements son d’autant plus 
disposés a entrer dans cette voie qu’elle leur offre une nouvelle occasion 


‘Copy furnished by the International Bureau of the Permanent Court of 
Arbitration. 
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de manifester l’esprit de cordiale amitié qui les anime mutuellement. 
A cet égard, ils sont tombés d’accord qu’il serait équitable d’indemniser 
les particuliers a raison des dommages qu’ils ont soufferts. Le Gou- 
vernement royal italien s’étant déclaré prét a verser a cet effet la 
somme de cing mille francs, le Gouvernement de la République fran- 
caise a déclaré qu’il l’accepte et qu’il considére cette affaire comme 
étant ainsi définitivement réglée. 

Les soussignés ont constaté l’accord de leurs Gouvernements par le 
présent acte pour valoir ce que de droit. 


Signé: L. RENAULT 
Signé: G. FusinaTo 


P ha te tea 
red Ree 
ig’ o 
fi ig 
i) » 


DEBS CE 


= . 
an A — a 
i “ Fase ted 
‘ll Rs ane +) Whe ea ese 
etic he 
‘ sib 
z rr 1 
Baik * 
~ ac * 
i tas See 
omen 
ke mani 
~ 
ry ree C 
ns fn 
vi 
ee 
7 
Ra F 
, 
? 
; 
ns 
; 
: 


if 


oT iki NGS 


: 5 eee Beas 
i i = 
f : Pee 
ee 
i j = 
‘ “a 


~ : = = 
> ry > 
== = ’ i 
' S - 
a fr % 
Sans A i Wiriei a & 
Te, E 4 Fee o hee 
ft bei Me eer RY 
& as h 
é 
i) 
ry 


INDEX 


PAGE 
Abd-el-Kerim ben Mansour, Moroccan soldier, German Consulate at Casablanca, 
WaSablan cam Case meee pele eter cloteraverals/ayotalsrolalorsjeretercrarevcts is oval ovets!atcre/cvovavsteretatsreo tRORaa oh eRe 113 
Acevedo, Feliciano, as Minister of the Interior of Venezuela, signed Grell contract, 
OxcinocomSteamshipy Gompany, Cases esis <sic se wre eiavsie re orojeretetelore.c we Deen one eee 258, 260 
Adhesions 
Agreements for arbitration, Venezuelan Preferential Case 
BB Gd asa sr ime veh ere vote caret Hohe a) ahods a ava datanatey ses starve akoronsl'etalaccnebtveravokotenav ice dB aes See 64 
UF ATICE Pes eraleiereiarstavexchevevevs Suavenatahar versie asi otake batetiarotats cs Syatahcreigrovaksneiaorsvehs atte tte dee aoe, 64 
Me@XICO™ caiverei Seb oDOSUG0G COO d SnD > Cb ODOC BU CODD CONDO DOI COCO OA CNOA Cott or Ha 64 
INethver lands ge. arate) tare tycieleis elelererstarcce (@ eels cuelene s-olerd @eeiac® aie elders ee sisters letters heva ete ale 64 
Spain... see mare rettin sata vohsrals char cteversvere Mein fete aha Wid siauetere ieraret onto ates BR eee 64 
Sweden and Norway ........ HORS DOGO O OSTEO CBAC ORE Sen criin Gocarcitccs ican 64 
United States ....... afsY ar anekNetsreeec Paneth ote RYSH ook gst afte! for svave¥er ater sorarsv=taroinveveveeee Owe a ce taeteto te, 64 
Hague Conventions for the pacific settlement of international disputes 
HH SOQMMOOUV ELE TOM yawrerataretalSe ons <8 began wie sei alond eects ave: Soh Mens Neer OEE che c RERE RC A e cii 
DDG PUES ORI SENELO SUS ey toveForoieY avoroker oronat cveteVoreoreis; arse! exaraleyevawcvena:chatat over svensxeval sn aner een ee tats cy 
Agents 
Carthage Case 
Fromageot, Henri, agent for France ..... steels cteles wraiths ieiate shard he farel er notary eU 331 
Racers asattisAsturo,: agente Lorn Ltal yiec.jocjereroversreieiellsansve!s/ossiaievetevalWeietere Stele ole,.o eeioldaton 331 
Casablanca Case 
Mentzey Albrecht, agentitor \Germany Were «mere «2: 7o lee inle! ace We oie e lerabetol gals Gceve aeteiiei aoe 112 
WieissweAmdre ja cent fOr rane <aycieerslore wcrelsjerstetelere avorsteleveyers qlarsvehaievarevare Siete e katate Crete 112 
Grisbadarna Case 
olanesens MCristen -avent: LOD NOL WAY 6c c-s10/c0 dco io8s oe a ers, aiecgie.e cies eels chelehete Meteo eters OM 122 
Wonca me ma On, (ASeNt Or SWCGENs <<: «.cleress/cia'«:arersie.w eteloreie:sisiots clears eiatete or vaneiet tae 122 
Manouba Case 
Pron geermeblentige ACen tpl OTe Eh FANCES may o.0) ov eyora)atovoleioveversia)eKoleveie clas oy exons orien eteres ame banetele 344 
Rocerwbusatt. “Arturo, agent, for Italy sc evrads ass « ccpisrlote.s ce ole vieetnie ele Grae nl aemde claele 344 
Russian Indemnity Case 
Clunet, Edouard, agent for Turkey............. oles et shave s\ehatehe/staroleFal'snenaileveliovee is tae tavahete 299 
Fromageot, Henri, agent for Russia................5+.. Heras Roane MCDA Ne OOE 299 
Savarkar Case 
CHOW MENTE PARED FLODN GLEAL e EYAC GIN (eyoyoycheloi ese) ovaivlanekolevarere! ey ohetoieve! otele) sbeielele eietartvelclte 277 
WG ISSHe ARIA te mar eIst OLDE TA TICE: (aic\5cleielale «c/n ¢1c/e)n cictervirial ois slemele lea olelabeiaelatel stsferels}« ote 277 
“Agordat,” The. See “Carthage” Case; “Manouba” Case. 
Agreements for arbitration. See also Conventions, protocols, treaties, etc. 
Canevaro Case 
Agreement of April 25, 1910 
English translation ..... SPeteneta Star ay ay stool ciate jos) ois e aioe ela ierals evan ole, 0,4, cree at store aks, ahs 294 
tania mentexcth svereie = aie a6 Foerster eevee anaueraicue gS Paar ie alere, 6! eveneheraas cee th orstowtacs, ofas “a nettore secliol ate 528 
Spanish. text. ...0.. EAN eet ah ric raver cheater eleven onetotonal cy evevayalst vaileys: syahaiars. Gieleve tive irene 528 
Supplementary notes of April 27, 1910 
Poe MEMMELLATISL ATION Mm atey-colel eves iste! ater e) sie e/01.07s eksia! a sie a1 sye/iore vo) fie sfetateie aiaielelafersislcters renee 296 


Sparlisnmitex banat nice oieleiviw ore siete SIO OCC O OEE CE DOD ODIO ROCCO OCLC De. 530 


628 INDEX 


Carthage Case 
Agreement of March 6, 1912 


English translation’ 1.0.5.0 aiele eiaisla cle ates wares lovereleis)s 
Wrench text © oc cree clots ote/arelstutoveralerste ge widete ata evoke reletayeretonaie 


Supplementary agreement of April 4, 1912 
English translation .......... WGioie vais pone laoes otetere tert Relies 


French text ..... siedsin jose tuscehsipoteseiseheieiouel@tiaiela poieeiele locelenenayole 


Casablanca Case 
Agreement of November 24, 1908 


English translation ..... ets Us wisieus s/o Savnie sete ee a ate ae 
Brench textin. vaeieidosie seins sioheysisievsicisiatetonetels eroievete Saree ereioers 6 diarereielece’® : 


Grisbadarna Case 
Agreement of March 14, 1908 


En glishwotra rela tiot 14s sievacsvese)siereis le evs.eteratcietssviossiens sore saleseupuese 
Norwegian text ........... oqatensieieiage SeoTbdodd yshat shes ete 
Swedish stexty (ocsietscies scalsyens/aye,c1e eielsaraieione cus celohenevelotenstobed cous 


Island of Timor Case 
Agreement of April 3, 1913 
English translation ......... Selgneere OCA OT OD AD OM OOE 


Brenedis text icicictajeceraloisiaroo rete (aac serelets oevslove ieiouerere relet clout oetey ere elets/ erereeapeae ween 


Japanese House Tax Case 
Agreements of August 28, 1902 
nglish: £EXbi ke. cvoisieccle stew ie eubaeinleaseieia ice hig Gea eve Res atniora se 


EPENCHELEXEA ...0 oe\sieislei@ evereleisicisieidl sheresdsecksicas eLoforer se aie: sigh stele 


Germancitextae.: csi) s c's o/s ole sab Udiute alsh sla aie rotener shah wiallatel nave’ sloneletasrenenets 


Manouba Case 
Agreement of March 6, 1912 


Englishustrans ation aeicieiceliseiceicle pleieseye aieioiote aie cievewre “ebhek 
Brenche text! ./ocre cs icrcielelevalereinvelalecaleyatoraie hetetels ers telenerarareversiate 


Supplementary agreement oe April 4, 1912 (see Carthage Case) 


English text 2.0... aires einioieieterste sista aye Suga Goadde averatere 


TON texts cetlclole siete c/oleistetsintereisicictetsrate ae aishtiotatelats AYeVoionsie afoteteranetstare 


Muscat Dhows Case 
Agreement of October 13, 1904 


PINGS teXtarw sci wicieie saicle sates cine eieeresiate core Taleo 
ENCHELEKLL oreletelerarsierete scseioveraeed keveuer erate cone olelofale tetera ihre 


Supplementary protocol of yandeey 13, 1905 


English) text. \So.ee <.cles.0re sisi niclatae sclera’: aleiste eicteko.sicielviete 
RON CI CER Eoerereucieta (alereloversteretous exekors lersteneice R fazepoketeatents toca 


Supplementary protocol of May 19, 1905 


Bogitsh texts cshates erotesieie ia cece Walatanshsierete-s arereteraaretanes ks OSC 


Mo rermelte sexta eteieictersisvslersustel skereheiekolerelereksters an eteteiel eleteva: tee /al6 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries nee 
Agreement of January 27, 1909............ BEA ROTO Gas 


Supplementary correspondence of January 27- March 4 A909 KS oss 


Orinoco Steamship Company Case 
Agreement of February 13, 1909 


English, texts sci cielsie sie ofelateletanslataicteters soohalatteaiattite Saherceiretes 
SPAMS WMLENE | auvaieicienet store's usva ereiares eietare) et cteickacoia aleresetals olettate 


Pious Fund Case 
Agreement of May 22, 1902 
Bing light etext o.ctcxs avarrorets lela terareuskohereunsacd ote ceketeheuaskeve daha Cievoxe 
Spanish text. acs cists slesisteeye AAD OOE a eee eteve ce haleata Wharatets 
Russian Indemnity Case 
Agreement of July 22/August 4, 1910 
English) ‘translation hietciee ayes i Goarstntvere atahuirevereietete Stele 


Savarkar Case 
Agreement of October 25, 1910 


English: text: sinorty visre ciate stantainaionntcrore dace leveianteleeieiateretstene 
Prench textes atatre site co esretsiers alone sears ttiens etsy aXctelemeteleters 


French) itextign sis ssiisaraeteterrs oL6, dav ecevarsiierake lier ers pyotersiieleve sistelaeteierece ole sionersiste sive 


PAGE 


519 


INDEX 629 


PAGE 
Supplementary notes of October 25, 1910 
Bye LER SPOR SRR SATS Ge STURT OER ST et enc week tea stand baceey 282 
French note 
Bniglisheitransla toners cieareieiesiersiainie sss co hicieles anoeoe s Shek Sxéjlobelwsesecavaveretecieemtete 282 
ERSTE SUSE hs. ho AGOGO GUO EER Ln OTe CERES a eee Fee ee 520 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases 
Agreement of November 8, 1912 
Englshi translation: c.ascee ca ecdacueeawess ORO SOT OCR OEE AE OOS Cae 419 
inenchin textes mtissceecie amis aieris aes wis Souesiuelacs Fee eGak SeaTac a SoeteeN asscareyanelers 621 
Venezuelan Preferential Case 
Agreement of May 7, 1903 
English” text: cinwesjscewccess Qe DUD OS AOU GOOCUE en DD Syafehe- aterearsberls auayevs ies diatettabatete 62 
German. text: in... cis: Ara laiarsralebereias crates cere revere Sra sheferpemwtelsusvsinte wrenels. eatemLin niaranieng 445 
Agreements for inquiry 
North Sea or Dogger Bank Case 
Agreement of November 12/25, 1904 
Bonig taste tr ates ati O10 pts, «= efarares= tein) ar o.syelt unre ub iate ee PRIS O TOO On ICOM MOC OO C 410 
BrencHe text iecisse\cce> sisieiieyavenovers erefevasencue NGC ROT OOOO Oo sie erie Bis ehatecaision aseyeve 614 
Supplementary protocol of November 12/25, 1904 
Brod rsiajethansta thou i n.c arise 0/a1si5) Fe sad. aceieie. visio s BE SING GOD CO ROO DOU OE: ehetercyetais pee 402 
LOS iia PES deen Re APPR ICO OT PCOS RIA RECICT OI CUS Gua eee 615 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases 
Agreement of May 20, 1912 
Englsish- translation ci.<0ies.- 2% 21st Sleierealers teteiats arehereeieioiaie A yiseera ose pancho d alovexers 417 
French text ...... Babi Ceiseielenegt ecere ie iec! Pealacoie ist Gasis tel sare HU oe ser enn C Bronco. kal 
Ataliane text. ccteosiesele ies SOnEhG Bs OS ise sicwii eee case eee. SRS OAD ass ate cohaiee teieieLacetetereds 617 
Ahmed Réchid Bey, arbitrator, Russian Indemnity Case............ececececeveee 297, 299 
“Aldebaran,” The. See Russian Indemnity Case. 
Alemany, Joseph §8., Archbishop of San Francisco, claimant, Pious Fund Case...... 7,48 
Alvarez Calder6n, Manuel, arbitrator, Canevaro Case ....... sees cece cece cee eeee 284, 286 
Amat, Thaddeus, Bishop of Monterey, claimant, Pious Fund Case................. 7, 48, 53 
Anderson, Chandler P., as plenipotentiary of United States, signed agreement of 
July 20, 1912, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case..... DDI OE OS Oo SH BOC Otte 221, 225 
Aniage, Don Nicolas de, founder of the Pious Fund, Pious Fund Case......... ake 39 
Annuities claimed by prelates of Roman Catholic Church of California, origin of 
dispute in Pious Fund Case .........-+sse0. SON Oe A Ges DRO On DO oO CONE Pe Se 
Anzilotti, Dionisio 
Counsel for Italy, before the tribunal 
Carthage Case ........ ES SIOO ROE OREO DO ONO OOO DET Meese ceiayern Xo veces 331 
HGL NT DA CERIS” OC IGOR TORO ORO OOOO Seoteaks Be rae MEE UNS IRE, taste Sialstotetels Ses sss 344 
Appeal, cases on 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case............seeceees Sehr OK LD OOOO NRE GIENC ICIS 226 
letaver, Tate (CROS” pe pu cont eG ORG BOO BREE RS AD OAR 6 ODO ODEO ICT EO ORS ECON I RCIgIOISIEE 1 
Arbitration agreements. See Agreements for arbitration. 
Arbitrators 
Canevaro Case 
Alvarez Calder6én, Manuel, Peruvian appointee.........-..ecceeseeeeececcaees 284,.286 
Fusinato, Guido, Italian appointee .......ce cece cee ete eet teen ee eeeetaee 284, 286 


Renault, Louis, president of the tribunal ........6seeseeee cece eeee reece 284, 286, 294 


630 INDEX 


PAGE 
Carthage Case 
Firsinatoy Guid om arya sierohereherepatereiapeltsialetetoreteistel sia) hiels is) ocelolel oleloron wi oteleta sieieleiere yah 329, 330, 340 
Hammarskjéld, Knut Hjalmar Teenaed president of the tribunal... .329, 330, 331, 336, 340 
Kirtewesncyint atersisis it's lsroie eleyelsrronoleteaiaare sieve ever-volsiorayers ah ofaxe te leNetet sere eavalarsicietelere: atete 329, 331, 340 
Renault, e Lowisieaateeicle lee rete CIO OO CIS OCIOTLOT Fale aawid, 3 orerslodstorels Satolel siete Se 922 029,09 15340 
Taube! Barons Michell tdeéi stamcve craloriersie ots 5:a0s rebels Bychat shetete heveueteerakatons Beenie ...329, 331, 340 
Casablanca Case 
Kry:.-Sir (hdwartd, bh renchi pappomitees ene see eral cloicleie einielsielelateiste SASS cteelos 110, 111 
Fusinato, Guido, German appointee ............ bin 'bi6l orate a yeharieus pacers svavete averse re 110, 111 
Hammarskjéld, Knut Hjalmar Leonard, umpire............... RIC Eee 110, 112, 117 
Kriegesu)..eGerinan! appointee yc... s/iearnslsierse sterstene cusliouaneetshe'’s 5. haw s has Bese 110, 112 
Renaulta wos rench appointees 2 2\ec-o.s\c sree! s <9 elle © olele o ehiesalw eis Tae tenet rete meena ee 110,111 
Grisbadarna Case 
Beichmann, F. V. N., Norwegian appointee .............-.-0+ DBCS OBA Sabniose 121, 122 
Hammarskjéld, Knut Hjalmar Leonard, Swedish appointee...............-.00+5 121, 122 
Loeft, Ja Az, _president. of ‘the itribistal ser) c.1crcere ajc o)oveteloyel sy stort Ae ORO SES Oe 121, 122, 133 
Island of Timor Case 
Lardy, Charles Edouard ......... 4 loss fou sass ire Sbara nae oes be va laeue Vacs voce se Pen cheat mee heuel er oleh allot aPencete 354 
Japanese House Tax Case 
Gram, Gregers, umpire ........ sche ackles state: Petaalare Siete, oferer oe Meas kelete PRES 77,79, 84 
Motono, Itchiro, Japanese appointee ........ Sretars er eretets aio) eravatelehetereels eelaety. chee 77,79, 85 
Renault, Louis, French, German and British appointee..............-.-....- 77,79, 84 
Manouba Case 
IpsKshae. (Cqeitelon, Aodos amon 4 aod MoO Rfciouciblanctbae te epere Se Neielavahetsy ote! wa a/etes ate sa anne 342, 343 
Hammarskjold, Knut Hjalmar Leonard, president of the tribunal.......... 342, 343, 351 
URIS ep Apia ieee esi sea a Mle 6 oo5.G o/h es Snlere © are 8 8 Sreiose Ge ei ously aieiwiece ls olsiathy Merasaley aah aeetaa see eerea 342, 343 
Renault, Louis ..... wai'si's BUSS We Whe iere ein ete Taree Wiaielele Mlle ote avallereilevoteleveilomlevehet cleave <eenare 342, 343 
WLatibe,= baron Michel (de® iye).siea sreisierohels ols GB Ouse Oapodhondo aos Dae> aiecalegy arose serie 342, 343 
Muscat Dhows Case ; 
Fuller, eMelville, “W.;. British appointee’ ..).js.s <r sratelescisrele «inlets ciaym ote loteterelaeie eerie 93,95, 101 
Wammasch, wily. Umpire vr cielel-l ole sraelote B. cvala hel seeithal Aiea ana 0 Heaters asletehersrwicted 93, 95, 101 
Savornin Lohman, Jonkheer A. F. de, French appointee..................-. 93,95, 101 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case 
Dragos aris» Marian. cies cisteve eters a ale: sieie| 61 olsce]eis: eh Noh etdnareeFoNels oreiebese poSoagaeco oS 142, 155, 193 
Bitzpatrick,<Sir Charles9..2 248 0% BORIS CU ODO UGE OT SSO ORO Soom Ce os 142, 155, 193 
Grays George © iecr.-:cie ners SMarsvavetenerarsrenevere¥ebe feveiciel excrryenereerers) Rees dapooe dn ages pees a OOS 
Lammasch, H., president of the tribunal ......... AAI an ena wledenenetelens se selste AQF 155 ih 93 
Savornin Lohman, Jonkheer A. F. de....... BS AUOOOHE sraisye here eee Basie a leew 142, 155, 193 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case 
Beernaert, Auguste M. F...... Gita e  Biatece nove: oaaco Sele wie eet ilala aca NS hotene. acmente a eect laws 227, 229 
Eammiasch,. His, Umpire: veiyersse ce cicsicisls s Talarelisielsvesel s.cusievaietsievererlefeaekare aVaipratonays thine 227, 229, 234 
Quesada, Gonzalovdes coco ccccctectre ns ON As Sisities IGT at: aie cere SSS suo. ce 227, 229 
Pious Fund Case 
Asser, T. M. C., Mexican appointee...... a deeethare +b) Rae ess A OOD Grice cio »° 2,°4,°7 
Fry, Sir Edward, United States appointee........ Jesareing orcheeer steers faith ce ae Dy Sake 
Martens,. F.,. United) States appointee, ... «.cs:c=<.cislels sie vice siete shears erbione aneleleraareee Zhrdyali 
Matzen, Henning, umpire and president of the tribunal...........0)0.......... 2,4,7 
Savornin Lohman, Jonkheer A. F. de, Mexican appointee............--+seccceece ENDS 45°7. 
Russian Indemnity Case 
Ahmed Réchid Bey, Turkish appointee.................. mie Gvnaateieela.' FORGO x 297, 299 
Herante Abro Bey, Turkish appointee ............ wiv: sho) oval estates sve reh elsiteyacauareiohces eee ee 297, 299 
Lardy, ,wG@harles-fdoward) iumipine iiits)ssleleietstele sein leteiavelss pialsie cisias mcrae SG Ae -. 297, 298, 323 
Mandelstam, André, Russian appointee ................00- axel vaelesratois edartisnl sie Soe EOS 
Taube, Baron Michel de, Russian appointee...... piste releravseraets Piero cyelapanneeers Seale OS 
Savarkar Case 
Beernaert, Auguste M. F., president of the tribunal........ Som ase se ec 275, 276 
Desarti lord hire sanctstalete’e aibsis oleverevateretente Sheree Gekeisis aha isievare ehive Selevaibwaisiereleic a heeee Tioga AG 
Gram, Gregers ........ arendie-sJelaattelerel® slaestaoiavors a eel beste e SOB O GOK cia tebe ater eau oy as. 
Renaultpe Louie Ws.c-one co nteatia teres eee tatatere stots eursiere/satehata Bie hatuze Sela evo erase cee «275, 276 
Savornin Lohman, Jonkheer A. F. Piet Wakes ey Bioctele OA otis ahora, o ahttabelotets Gets 275, 276 
Tabuiar statement of ....... a3: Sralie Whos ia wb Srayeele tale ieheigly lets sient eReere Mis siarewicte satel aaS 


INDEX 631 


PAGE 
Venezuelan Preferential Case 
dhamimmasch; ELA’. ccceet:. Bere ateteafevetoliotetone eter totes aralace a lave: oltvehel chevevs, cake eh auetenereeeaterate 56, 57, 61 
Martens: Bei a fenss o<is¥3 Seaisa vs Oks SUR TOL N HEIR E GR A ORO ore 56, 57, 61 
Mourawieff, N. V., president of the iHibanal Yale's is eraw. BAR ae AGRASHD tata tate. oft Sept 05 5 7'5 61 
Arco Valley, Count von, as plenipotentiary of Germany, signed agreement for arbitra- 
tions lapanese stMouses Dard Castes sscc mation ee ieee te ee 5 87 
Asser, T. M. C., arbitrator, Pious Fund Case .......... Behe oetoyere oops’ saan exes tobe Se ele Ds Ce 9p 
Awards 
Canevaro Case, May 3, 1912 
Bn) ST ESHER ADS PALLORI Meares reve cer ste’ sieyeve eka re)cis's olaletars (als 8) sree ora ei Sis ecoYF cide! dio Folate le dieieiance Sen 285 
ETENCHU ERE Beenie cote eee lelae ies eee wie we SS OLeae Rao ELAS DES «Ben Ree te 3 §22 
Carthage Case, May 6, 1913 
English translations Sacre: cstts cieccteie stotwte! ove etetetatelotetetchateratcie atone ae AS A nS Arne 330 
PLENCH LLEXKtiy sic Cele sasres Derelelioee es een Ria iauslererereitra abe create iorehoteke wictale aieeis wears, sees 556 
Casablanca Case, May 22, 1909 
METI CLS EMeraNSIACION a.terc cect eice aie wor eletieicrcte t sree se etiavee wee Seite ares 111 
French) text s..55 asjeg lls 4a SFT epans ancudie’ si vaco/eiels) seeps eiscd Since BORO OSG als Cis ietaue apo. de “Sater 479 
Grisbadarna Case, October 23, 1909 
Mnpiishe translation: pars sos c c.celcieyelavels:s aieistelersis stereo sie Sineerne Fs Oh iasene os cance 122 
idee Swi ee Wo QoS Oa e SACS een een Te Bac Gono ae onoe mite Ple oye tovenerctar ds otemharas 487 
Island of Timor Case, June 25, 1914 
Huglish translation 440. 0.6.s00+.¢ nietctaciere ais lcleteie/alesere lo she¥ereietefatey eleteter ete) are ferevercteisraievers 355 
ESREVICIE BLEKGes fee che cro as oie eis ale siete Wiel ote eee cae ree ee lec alee ates otek tee ts sR 574 
Japanese House Tax Case, May 22, 1905 
English translation .... 2:0... AS GSS OC AN GS SOO DOIN GOO UC OI: OOOO SOD TRA DROT AIS 78 
SENG MELON Caee cearereliait fe cvers ei 6) sa) suierslion stole BEI Bi SO aS Ae eS TAs Rn ee as 452 
Manouba Case, May 6, 1913 
English translation ..... OS IO COS OTS eee Spaltths: sisxBtsxcersvevehs & Spoke veuszente Sekt eaeeiers 342 
Se eG MLO NEMEC ein) ac clele cic cre, coors ie clove lepers cers auelie w oveleie.o\ ae.e'siataleis eislelcie evers esoleperareie/eeotepg 565 
Muscat Dhows Case, August 8, 1905 
English official translation ............... Sete: aia ace aaa, ee de heasenh. Jos ater 95 
ere LCUmat OR CIN Teta ere erase cic revaieie ts wisrs rele oe svo/eieyareavstel stein. o stiale, ecateleye) elatesave, eroteceusierstereie ee 467 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case, September 7, 1910............scceccececceeee 146 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case 
Award of Dr. Barge, umpire in i ae case before claims commission of 1903, 
PCDI ATY Ne pul OU So ante cial Ml aiaielc, osolp e\se oie: shee ye dae Boho CORO CORDIC a Oto DER SAE 255 
Award of the arbitral tribunal, October, 25, ‘1910 
English official translation ........ Hee Natalie siete laintor> oeeletole aiate!aielalltla reise) ois) absepei ccrviare 228 
iDiGilast Rises Sages ot ect ooo. Rave eee ate as plaloiede siststers Biatetaters fois shekereyhneers «te Strays 004 
Pious Fund Case 
Award of Sir Edward Thornton, umpire in original case before claims commission 
OLTSOSHE NOVEMPETs Wily S75 0 tolelele a \elaleleleleletelarclafoletolalolators olniera(eloieie eietele’«\esthoreerarere 48 
RRevisidM Ors OCtODED 24,69 S76! % laterals lete (o'nle ulelole vote /s/alelelalelalats cleo tisieiclvicrtrals sie /sieieie BK} 
Award of the arbitral tribunal, October 14, 1902 
Ta eikeh. (ean EGG eS i5 8. ee ee BIE gto dda COMES iniie Sar ap ORO OR Aeon Airc seston 3 
SOHC HMLOXE MPa eieie'a!s c'est ipveidue! aieudioucratecele fore RNs aVihedthe oxen ria iat eseat isis To orm ieks Bron er 429 
Russian Indemnity Case, November 11, 1912 
Biriglightateapslation, ~ <io:e/<s.« oisisiels ole siereinraysiejele)s e1aie)sjsreieisss Biya AUER - So, Wia nse) Basuedelsisssi¥-<tare 298 
rence, teXt: sics\e0e = Rotate Ts vale aio-ste s overetn ims o'al> <p leat d/=\ Tals voledape ads (ale oloie.s aieunions 532 
Savarkar Case, February 24, 1911 
Engtishittext® Wiitreta oe. thee RATE AIG EMO. MR ante AIG NaS O hc. DU GOL OOUET Lic 276 
Bresich! © text © <.%%:cie's'e' A CHEN ATID COA COOLED OOOO ARB ETO OO Ot ceEO oO 516 
Tabular statement of ....... Re letetavese ste HAN a Osea pitts cceictairne CommecinO Ona Sindee. 
Venezuelan Preferential Case, Ropecaty 22, 1904 
English text ..0.cccccsccessescceccce steieralateatslepersieicia's: sieteleje’s iotsre rete arerelel exelereretetets 56 
Dpalees raves ad 441 


French text ........ aiaieaatetete PISTON a) a sie #76) 830 acleletal sre ie sueveisiele oleleis iejersesu\e 


632 INDEX 


PAGE 
Azpiroz, Manuel de 
As plenipotentiary of Mexico, signed agreement for arbitration 
Pious: Fund: (Case: (aicterciscistee ofe'e< vols ais) oletasoterela a's) elels/aielei'e sls lelalelets) accinin\etshafel's inte aralentedale 8,12 
Venezuelan Preferential Case............. sigcines Pye encore eee a aidleie! hero eterna ey ale 64 
Bacon, Robert, signed American note of 
February 21, 1909, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case.......... cial haluts wire eserssteinerels 217 
March 4, 1909, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case...... eld Malet siete ale a tiiela-diatatetele: tile 219 
Bainbridge, William E., American commissioner, original Orinoco Steamship Com- 
pany Case, before claims commission of 1903, opinion..........++seesereereeeees 240 
“Bakan,’”’ The. See North Sea or Dogger Bank Case. 
Barge, Charles Augustinus Henri, umpire, original Orinoco Steamship Company 
Case before claims commission of 1903..........ccecssccccscevs wie Glee e@ads 2805 2345200 
Award) Bebritaryin cen 904. secsrs oietaverorelereravelclolerelesoloveiertieieetsieietefoiarsreusl oer shateketaiars BHontce. UC 
Barrére, Camille, as plenipotentiary of France, signed agreements for inquiry, 
Tavignano, Camouna and Galois Cases .....eeceeeeeeecreeceees njaousi sian, ste .sfciarehe RPA LO 
Beaumont, Admiral Lewis, commissioner, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case.......... 410 
Beernaert, Auguste M. F. 
Arbitrator, Orinoco Steamship Company Case ........ Gailstats aveceie eiaiets aleve) cetetaiete cists .227, 229 
President of the tribunal, Savarkar Case..........-..+. eiereteeie slays Naud avatllalefokeve, Santas 275, 276 
Beichmann, F. V. N., arbitrator, Grisbadarna Case ..........++eseseeee esneiere semantel, Laz 
Belgium 
Arbitration: Venezuelan Preferential Case (Belgium, Venezuela et al. ws. Ger- 
many, Great Britain: and (Italy, Gite. «1c eisiesis' 6 sl cisieislsle sisters Sin eS eioun cobtecwns cece arenen re 55 
Bens, Walter, deserter from the French Foreign Legion at Casablanca, Casablanca 
(GELS. 50. 0. HOS DHIORROO Steterstete ate nh atm state rele oleiate Leailoteleve mets aielevefohersreiete,« este Ooi 113 
Blockade of Venezuelan ports. See Venezuelan Preferential Case. 
Bolognesi, Count Giulio, signed, for Italy, 
Agreement for arbitration, Canevaro Case.........-. Serateushs sparesatohe REGO Codoaae aco 294, 295 
Note) ofs Aprilue7,. 19105 CanevaronG@ ase. iscsi -ciciclere tei aieteiereie <ciptavel dailelsverege syaisveeiecets 296 
Borja, Don& Maria de, founder of the Pious Fund, Pious Fund Case........ Meteiens 39 
Bostriém, E. G., Swedish member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council to 
consider protocol of March 15, 1904, Grisbadarna Case.............eeeceeee 5.55 136 
Boundary arbitrations 
Grishadantia Case tions retceis cscs cepelariatc stevsuitte misyaicalece tele) Weeseie (otafel eistereversverancnentsionves ceraieiarerd 121 
Tsland Joti imon™y Casey voici sciasecrecaiclstsiers eibiG is lale (6.0 ave otal btadetaleletebel sein lnrausltereftts,s evsiaiclera dite mento ea 
Boundary Commission of 189%, Maritime. See Grisbadarna Case. 
Bowen, Herbert W., as plenipotentiary of Venezuela, signed 
Agreement for arbitration, Venezuelan Preferential Case.............0..00 wre Liane 62, 64 
Claims conventions of 1903, Venezuelan Preferential Case.......... 65, 67, 68, 70, 73, 74, 76 
Statement of January 23, 1903, Venezuelan Preferential Case....... Sip @ssvdle eran note, 61 
Brussels, Generali Act of July 2, 1890, for the suppression of African slave trade, 
extract, Muscat Dhows Case ...........-5 ria riers Sinto Sno. che: sede e re ialene wiaeheeh wise Ha 104 
Bryce, James, signed 
Agreement for arbitration, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case............-2+eeee 155 
British note of 
January 27, 1909, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case.............. aieiGV ays Rene cree 217 


March 4, 1909, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case......... ean Oieveleuerereh velar. Berefetyen! ceeLG 


INDEX 633 


PAGE 


Buchanan, William I., as plenipotentiary of the United States, signed agreement for 
arbitration, Orinoco Steamship Company Case...........ccccecceecccceccece 235, 239 
Caballero, Don Juan, founder of the Pious Fund, Pious Fund Case.............5-. 39 
Cambon, Jules 
As plenipotentiary of France, signed 
Upreementatorsarbierationyl Casablanca, Case vaca seis aie oie ae oinefocre eines eee cites 119 
Protocol of November 10, 1908, Casablanca Case... .cs.scceccsesccscccscccuccceee 120 
Cambon, Paul, signed for France 
Agreement for arbitration 
Muscat, Dhows Case. ocs.c.ce sarees eh herarss Plans ysis serene Stristere ieee Sea ren 102 
SAV ALK aM ASe mar aieteiinnacletectss cre neerticis nice re ee eee SSO MISO ae am 282 
NGESTotmOCLODeL 25,7191 Up savarkar? Caserorticecec cas cee ee eee teeters 283 


Supplementary agreements to the agreement for arbitration, Muscat Dhows Case...108, 109 
“Camouna”’ Case. See “Tavignano,” “Camouna” and “Gaulois” Cases. 


Campinchi, C., secretary to the agent of Turkey before the tribunal, Russian In- 
Gewinity:s Case: si.0ss a isheisie toys sce RONG ebpsiar evel lesaseeieye alle esecsvaje) evevoyodriet si euerenedcbetad etakeisra: Sieiohs 299 


Canevaro Case (Italy vs. Peru) 
Agreement for arbitration, April 25, 1910 


Heriglichy translation sc iccverusys eusiviclyos Sbasepens bie levaus sve eve ede) s(sunyeceustefa el etelghe cisse evaler d 294 

Ataliay: Cexb. cc cieus.e occ cleipiers.e Senet erst. te akalley sfore eietes savasiey sual cara pia yetatal evapctene ohelereteteie 528 

BOS ISEGSIREE KS PER Tes once toro cieieteleriors ce jetacaue reo eves agéra) sols arhieiousilalteeia eck vasiararB.cie e/ace MLears eae 528 

Supplementary notes of April 27, 1910 

Sree AN SENET A ISLA LLO EN rsie ola crejatel ein) aaisip ore ietsic tar eterna tar eva\ ais iol. oralisleve/ecelsse aiaie wisdnverscerere &cneaNe 296 
SLUG CORE oreacter arse aie scro) ave) o roi atsletaralsinrs isesreh sie: elebshelecw Ueasvere Cin CR RCS Bebiaeysaie ees 530 

Arbitrators 

Alvarez Calderén, Manuel, Peruvian appointee................. Vibtave Sie laiereanatent ais 284, 286 

irestiatomMGliidon (LEAIIATY (ADPOINTCC (mw aelere ss ielaie/s sere loca nve's)e dials eycreyaie Srerele,te eva inta tre seeve 284, 286 

Renavis mows, president Of tie otribin al. 5. .s\s:e%ie\e:+, «.s\eiclets.e: sie. siniele aie rele scayarelele 284, 286, 294 
Award of the tribunal, May 3, 1912 

TERA “nest Bip coMtebiabioade Gaculdicae Sante SaDaInobb oUrsneraoor Se Beocaadas 285 

Final conclusions .......... Shoo aueo Anicaac dees Dieiel sts takers Selfol ace] auae iene rotersiace take tobtiinye 294 

Pe MICEX Ge atciera) sieinis)s|clajelersisieieia banie Ba (ox 9 ie, cos S1SGh.o Tal 8¥s \o/o/erel 8.6% a) voc) ans wells aes ans Dat enes suede tone ¢ 522 
Claimants 

Canevaro Brothers .......... JOOG HO ISTO MORGUE COMMA OSC ODDO ROGAN & 284, 286, 290, 294 

MERI e CI? At lnch6 dent cict0 5. (ICEIOL CODCOD BODE TOS SUN COOOR Cnn OSOnS OSDir 284, 286, 290 
Counsel before the tribunal 

WMesones Manwel Maria, LOD PCTs. 6 cies cose vite 015 0s ooie's o\6lse'ais 0.0 6 40.0 014 tale cits * as 286 

Scialoja, Vittorio, for Italy........-..0: Fis (is aaeiaFecsiayh ra geneie WV aceeveths eh ecayers ereerstaiern etek 286 
Decree of Dictator Pierola of December 12, 1880.........--...0e000s aeaieiahineiaeatieres 287 
Firm of José Canevaro and Sons 

Vegal (Status: Of 0<.0/- 01:51 6-0)0 0.0 s)¢ 010 UES OU OS EOP EO IO OTe ar GG SE 287 

Nationalityoft 5-7... <i Acre eicisveiets star tiatiior syst ss disiai¥ ap cieleistnyesa vores bysleislesssat svete iors 287, 290, 292 
Italian laws involved ........... Siavetsisranerav ioe BeasSattaswinlay AVES is) sal eks ovale ierarais/elercretnton ese ne 287 
Origin of claim.......... nitibe acorane ations steko Hib OOOO OGL0 OIDOO OOD ROC OC DURE 287, 288 
Peruvian laws involved ....--...seeeeeeee Rasa tear te Retna scare alers tetera 285, 286, 288, 289, 291 
Questions before the tribunal...... A uitnatiotO8 CEC SS Unc OOO SIAR Cr In OOorscm Ee MORN 285, 295 
Secretary general of the tribunal.........-.cscccccseee ccc cncsesencrereecetvcrens 294 
CA? ALS Ua Aan mitre AB RIGTIaOOD ae PRC ere errata cnelvCne als veins ere ep initiate nels ioe oles Wi eveis.s lauerers 284 
Tribunal 

oIPOLE CO nes cise. cicie oo sislos\0is/srsin,¥10,6 efsiale’ «014 44/4) 10 s\'n}s/0's 0/4) 0/0, 0le\e.4) 9/6) a» wieisieleieiv.si¢ s.¢10) 295 

EL GEIMALON Mites cys nie elriehs| 0.6 TRL et PRINS rita oie aa oie oeeies ors <cayecelinl ayatetovoueta eye yanere ei seane: hie aPaize ately 296 

i re oe ie ed soma rieteac ch vgn sed bane annem apenas 286 

Procedure 2.26606 0--s. Semouuend mi aneiate sated ays detele Saale tesa ohereateeueTaualena: siarsietaa ise yanis ciate 295 

Sessions c+ «assis iB cts ese CO OMICS Po aoe nS Eee ay rea 284 


“Canope,” The. See “Tavignano,” “Camouna” and “Gaulois” Cases. 


Capitulations. See Muscat Dhows Case. 


634 INDEX 


PAGE 
“Carthage” Case (France vs. Italy) 
Agents before the tribunal 
Fromageot, Henri, for France........- Salele(ofersleriee me austiatexstenerareyeccrarekonsre resale late Siateis ee 331 
Ricci-Busatti, Arturo, for Italy.......... POCO OLE OOOO DOOLD ODOC .U de Ma see 331 
Agordat, seizure of the Carthage by the........--.eeeeereeees ele eke evenavete Ie alercin 333 
Agreement for arbitration, March 6, 1912 
English translations setereiers/aieiclsy terse cietetele cielo: aictelotetstaiee’ st etorstatsyetare Nia Spat ha: chelate oraterencters May 336 
Mrenchirtexte cnc sieletsletsia sere atte citieteteiateto¥ole olesalaconsrere crete HIE TIS aratete aatepole diane elevavehe 561 
Supplementary agreement of April 4, 1912 
English translation ........ afe s/o'ay aol ate eaeeqev ote) suciterere aren svelaneiy shateterct J rovers eteejeprnone . 340 
Prench text ..-.0..cccesss e/attieletomeieaiers ANT RY OOO Bad COOOL cm SOO DOL 563 
Arbitrators 
Eusinato;enGurdom. cicitcleleleleie's eters Sines ei elekete asus aro ete lever sire overs aid farScelel grarigevels 329, 330, 340 
Hammarskjold, Knut Hjalmar Leonard, president of tbe tribunal. .329, 330, 331, 336, 340 
Kite gees Jnecotarciciels slorelole istele s/essisisreisielsioter cae sie eonCe acraistae areas aise si sileje s.ais pe SCO OS ETO4O 
Renal tyeleouis ais crestor ss sore 6 wrote Brave retavan tele alee Jedioy Aono ocoGD AS OO Se 0 S295 S01, 340 
Taube, Baron Michel de ....... e athte Ri etele yet Ere Stciebahald Rite ePalele! <istae sets 1329,,331,340 
Award of the tribunal, May 6, 1913 
English translation ....... wane te Sean ceed owes see eotinasles Ce SES A ISI 330 
Final conclusions ........ BR BGOC OG AOS OO sialy erekehel rene sfiforstalelets Shh See ester eee 336 
ROM COXCE wera icra syarntero\ocleleie tele: se) oie) ole) ove evel sk cfalavese?stetaletatetetet esters SAQne ch Sha ceooticden 556 
Carthage, seizure and detention of the....... Savepsiers wr laveleveyaveloretererererersistat a clokerece 330, 332-334 
Claimants 
Compagnie Générale Transatlantique, owner of the Carthage.............4- BA, eS 
Duvall, owner of aeroplane......... ASB G OOO micueratertarei'e ener oven teleral teres iss marainie arora tere 334 
Frenchy cCieizOris mireicieraccistelcre rele elelereie oie staereleienYrieuclaris aistole\s speloustetateosteleleraerere) cfetevanciete 332, 335 
Contentions 
len Saduecouougbon pH ocd notes Ketel chavefeCorel scoters ei eraveyete’s ote’ ol seul otelaiererersimiotatel etelelere eis 331 
Ntalianier crs ccresetarcre plete nievelelel sie a raretereisre sversielaera/sialarevelare mre ater eisieteteie Wis aieisislinievesole! sieleravaraie 332 
Continuous voyage, doctrine of.........-.eceeceees Ae inane he eR SEG BL Levert 334 
Contrapatids OLE wWAavrirere of sleley- cl ial = 37 re ainipiaistotereieateyersiate Lfeilniie/ ovens orate el efommesiaeateteterets akefatore fons 333, 334 
Counsel before the tribunal 
Anzilotti, Dionisio, for Italy..... aUeleie ace oreie ais!tol ePatesets iecevevayelore chasers W\ayeta SiRVal sierarenenerePenererere 331 
Hesse, André, for France.......... Rictaretreiicls sere cle eee Unis HOw Ree Coates oe nee 331 
Declaration of London of 1909, Article 47 invoked............-c.eceeceeee és sue SRN 339 
Blag of irances: offense’ to). as... </eeiie's opera levers RS aeens diate. 8 bts Gusta ah grenelokerccecreperehel erates 332, 335 
Indemnity for damages ........... arelateverelete ere etere prs siaieeisuelere oer steReTenS aiaeale: crereere 332, 335, 336 
Aanternationals law Gviolatediciy.ic. ctccerelsters eyerero eres Svehaieisinlapetalanclersroeatavabelored Noten tetera 332, 335, 336 
Joint note of January 26, 1912 
English etranslations | sts jcjse: esos <ieve ereyelev Lichtin one b inrapai's evs}alier insiele youn fore snatavey ereners vere tore chatter ere ere 339 
Rrench py textione ave srerae sre temrcielene cl sromrert ui eastarereicialee ueie ela eo ators arise eee anaes cer siCon craves 562 
Originivor. dispute)... cess Sis) afess'o-eierehoverois avesui, sue susie las acsieviae ey Siaielegere Stare retains co eieterarehs 329 
Questions before the tribunal ............. sianetelatersneetalee a eva tale shaveletalercleraietersncicraieet ters 330, 337 
Secretaries of the tribunal 5 
Roel), Jonkheer: Wi. sscsenias we ene ee cceretetere lasarsibisietetetetsrosierels estos) cieielapatis,s/sye Te carer 336 
Vierduynen, Michiels) van ....10+ occeses cence sieve se: ee ereyeve: breveleneneleranal chereke micyertraie Aas 336 
POM LaD US css srsssiecorateyalsl cvays.aie) apaies atotaysivis a) suetcictaretastistaretale <tqteteteiatescreeeene ASS SO CKIEIOE Selecta Sao 
Tribunal 
Competence ...... sdevodelelislofalohatersiexeQelntciaereters Sisco o/aisieierere euO Gar CovoeD eave spieneoor aes 
Composition ciscreieisieye ov ING isiaice ovokslovisioteerterne elevevere catele, ajar lolefere) aletelererenctete ia ateiers 330, 331, 337 
EXPENSES, Veieie sisyeiereiviersislerseierse ejahakert oie ai eiarehe erelerane sietale mlavetalssSuavalela clnycteleiein trae, sceletere . 338, 340 
Wan gGuage “sisisiseeres sieeve selatale wieieiers diode ra fox ctecalferaneterelerere a Yoda eye: wpe Petaroe terete rue Rocvarer aie mers ante 338 
IMG OtR Gi onjnis ei aie aveteisiaye Sloreis sles aUersteh aysiat cet lone Aaisreiate Gini els poniatelsto mele eteaterere Ee tieeimret 331, 338 
Procedure tan shiva scetneiettenianeaets SORRICHITIL irene siavatetererene Riareseraccietsteiete Heleteveiste 337 
Sessions! yemies ner Madre Sete pre Gate eaareters oS Ciaei ctetene cores ere Biever nicer AS oeIEne SS Cie we Boe9 
Wisit and search, steht Of asrotsareiss cl vioie chalerercererdicialercrerctarater ctereieerrte See Githe: Kiera leis es eertvanste 333 


Casablanca Case (France vs. Germany) 
Agents before the tribunal 
Lentze,, Albrecht, tora.Germany;. ica. sttencecinehite caine ECC Ore GOUT. 112 
Weiss, André, for France™ soc. oceces cece ice se Riaialeleie te eayevere sve-eielelereveemraiate 112 


INDEX 635 


PAGE 
Agreement for arbitration, November 24, 1908 
Pnplisheetranslatwon emcee ess wiciecielssec ke aes Bias’ sickerecsere ls Shee ects anes Sei ehevarsiare 117 
Wrenchetextict iii see sens eis oie ek wins lates DSrespislic hee teae ara toe naa siatolohaleisstesuamn sitet: 484 
Arbitrators 
Fry, Sir Edward, French appointee................0. ib. seysiaiinveval tape aketepetareashtterey< tie 110, 111 
Fusinato, Guido, German appointee........ Seaagneac aisleetae Naas ordre’ Me cwsipelO ee L 
Hammarskjéld, Knut Hjalmar Leonard, umpire.................0-: eH choses KA. 3 yaa te bre 
Kriege, J., German appointee.............. a Tavefe cs. elsiala later vere siiste'e:s7ece @naaio meeetS ene LILO ale 
Renault, Louis, French appointee................. ea etaterere A «WES ieee iokereaTots cen eed LOL 
Award of the tribunal, May 22, 1909 
English se transiationinntcessescckesowarncicr'. COSCO SO BOAO OC OG ID DTC CTm rie Si aioe 111 
Final conclusions ..... aPepakereRicentel oe Aapeaisiere pysteketele pveleraterehe b> ayetetetst a cchichote aya s ew tee 116 
Brenolit text tmac.ccrou ot ss Balale cuaiolo avers ere faralechslayeicinters oie.siocerciauesb abe otielgie dveren iehste 479 
Conclusions 
rence cn. leckte Giavaleivisxe se foteverm tere eiotstelenere areas lateness solelstetehsiats Riekeiereer Sib fee Wises 112 
German ..... Bicteieissisieissceeuie ears ch SOIC TOO SOURCE Oe s Sie tate ceaetetars are erat ° 113 
Deserters from the French Foreign Legion at Casablanca 
PRETO StUBO Ut or sie veto rave orerey she)focs ic) acts toraieleiorevehareverntereioise aielateretais plaiteiene systeleieieterelats ataikorrers sia 110, 113 
Nationality oftenindienl.csicicsietis aeRiseeys © San siseleiele Ula Sloe sVeTalelhs aattetetaacsterete 110, 113 
Protection by the German Consulate IT OSHS SONGS Bie eisiole wisi eisveis:leieratetetyieeketeie Cae 112 
Satemeondact) fOr. <eo.c< closes eceswe Bese Bara sre fete wetere wieieleine i atae Biovete tovskelers eeeO RTS 11:7, 
Extraterritorial jurisdiction in Morocco..............+6-. Sac leet s omiseleiviss 110, 113-115 
Military occupation of Casablanca.............. eietelere) owiehe) Silsiieoveherofelolssabehee: «1sceist s/ecevene 110, 112 
Origin of dispute ........ GODOT OO NUCOUU NR OSCOROCC OG A5 OOGO 5000 irotea the sate aks 110,111 
Questions before the tribunal................... qoaaoS syeiploiseleveelavspretarealen eve Aces 1s 
Regrets 
Procés-verbal of May 29, 1909 
Bnglishsstranslation) «..<<:0c:00 0101s 2)<.re +10 545562245056 Sialersisrelnmveistevers Blajerehepeiers sieiuuates 120 
CCRC IMEOKE gletc a aicie!sieis/s\o/is sin, San HOS Sango as Sootoo ROD OUI OTS San ee ere 485 
Protocol of November 10, 1908 
FETUS HMECTATIS/ ACLOST Wate eis ieteloieicieie.osejeloieini-eis%s <lensiens ONatorcls shoe @ olensrnuattekers ceicien LAS 
Brenedy text vn ieic\elelsis c)s/0\0. 5/0506 F aielerclets Rieienstn etary sin isin 6 ciplela aie oiaatelerais OS PEOR RPT ICT 485 
Secretary general of the tribunal, Michiels van Verduynen...............2eeeeeeee 117 
Syllables eles wi ciisiesis o.0,6 0s seistatetotetrisie> ARR OOP AMSEC OSOUCL- Gite ePololekestrovsiejcre 110 
Tribunal 
Competence ..... tate lalcisisieteissisletaiete se cieks eee eieyrets pp uspisie. sGisreccsiow Biro Done Bo ot 119 
Conipositioni yc. (<i6/6 00s) eratoeeter ore eletetoxe Tiki) RPSTERe close Sswvslaxayols\erseyavetaierataredbyel ated oaks vats Sue fees) 
ELXPeCNnses: © 26/010 Ob AAO SDDS AO a SOS SOE TRC RAO ay RNs asc Polpeoi Fare ele’ arene a boaTE 118 
IS OOESO! Ban Yor ag OO GOOOD AOONCUORTIOORO ay; lesslictessorel's saereres Spat sishaw SINS Liiioteters 119 
SETS. oA Rac CERO OOF CI OD TOOCOU OOOO Orel ave fave eitalevs otehevohekonel oreletels eieusexe 112, 118 
Proceduré. ...<.. eteteieloie eieiaralcvetetetelate ale We (e1atae:« svapsharcte @)stelerers,s: Ie eiaie tic) sravehenaene sta ye sate 118 
S€SSi0NG. (2.0/6 <:0' D dielsteleeieipie mef00 JOSS QUIS DO ORONO ORIUOO TO DOOD COU AOS AOD OE rien 110 
Charts. See Maps and charts. 
Claimants 
Alemany, Joseph S., Archbishop of San Francisco, Pious Fund Case.............- 7, 48 
Amat, Thaddeus, Bishop of Monterey, Pious Fund Case............ oyeas areushee’s wisi 7, 48, 53 
Canevaro Brothers, Canevaro Case ......-.cccccscccscccssccscescvcsess 284, 286, 290, 294 
Compagnie de Navigation Mixte, Manouba Case.........eeceeec reece eecceeeeees 347 
Compagnie Générale Transatlantique, Carthage Case.........eeceereneeececererere 333 
Creditor Powers of Venezuela, Venezuelan Preferential Case............se.sseeee 55, 56 
Duvall, Carthage Case ........ NIC HO IGS NODICB ES DAO ROBE ORE RGEC Cero aarti 334 
French citizens 
EGF THO SOMO ASE Mena ila ool ahor Poke) ov claioleie 5)#1o:4 6isinie sie.e wjoie.e sie) 8i0.s)sioi/8! diss 0° e010) nie njeieleele 332, 335 
SI CANOH DAWA ASE air chore) av lolol e) a) vj tls) ole) 019) vies cielsesialslolslove/olniayeiews ojta shale ei clsite «8% staloys es aie 342, 345, 351 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases......-secc seer r ccc eeeee tcc c ett esreeees 413 
Orinoco Steamship Company, Orinoco Steamship Company Case........+-+++s+++5 227, 236 
Russian citizens, Russian Indemnity Case......... sees eee cece ee eee eeeaes 297, 300, 303, 304 


636 INDEX 


PAGE 
Claims arbitrations 
Caneviaro’s Case wen cau staan eienies Mince renee actetatetes coteteece eben etdverereters Se Hevan Sie ete etait ashes 284 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case ..... a anwlsie °e ere tsuelWep austere Sigiokobslievayeroeetaas raveiere om ena 226 
Pious Hund .Casem ss. cota hentai neevernar tre are Seleatoereryierers Where Mote Sievers orehero cance ales eye 1 
Russians Indemnity u@asent vogsyea ya es cvana oa ais wl aiatsilete iatelets ane rhe salen Eeentertererata: shateke eee 297 
Venezuelan. Preferential (Case. viioaic nn os sins a sie oe else alidehe, mettre ars, a olatatalerereres? Pern 55 
Claims commissions ; 
British and Venezuelan Commission of 1903, Venezuelan Preferential Case........ 68 
German and Venezuelan Commission of 1903, Venezuelan Preferential Case........ 66 
Italian and Venezuelan Commission of 1903, Venezuelan Preferential Case........ 71, 72 
United States and Mexican Claims Commission of 1868, Pious Fund Case.......... i3 
United States and Venezuelan Claims Commission of 1866, Orinoco Steamship Com- 
Panny, + CaSemn <ici deters Pte Gere ac Ray Glace w st digs dove Pang otek erste eiicta Sete su tunel enatoyolatelshirc abe eee acme 236 
United States and Venezuelan Claims Commission of 1903 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case (see Venezuelan Preferential Case)............ 230 
Venezuelan Preferential Case ....... PPE BED Cr RO TE count Or 74,75 


Clunet, Edouard, agent for Turkey before the tribunal, Russian Indemnity Case.... 299 


Commissioners 
Grisbadarna Case, maritime boundary commission of 1897 
Oldberg,.E., “Swedish” appointee ooo 6. <ic.the vic oie ele aici notes atNel ree eiere ental HAR Te ERR 737 
Olsen} Hroar, Norwegian appointee, sic 52% sales oes secs cicseacle S ahakre ates AROS, 137 
Rieck, wAy “Norwegian appointee. o.sis.averessewiwlecdhelesic wi olereleleus Sia ble atetsreletertept: Geet aees 137 
Westringselin Gamowedisht appointee.) mis elenicrasyoieesiewverciersare ey eaele/wieteiurels scope ance 137 
North Sea or Dogger Bank Case, Hague commission of inquiry 
Beaumont, Adimiraly ewiSie nkosi als «os Bites eo ces aisios eine wie RRs ar asks OS 410 
DavisveAdminale Gharles een ycaisis.wciee cocci elslels em cis aie sr oterateheousie merci Binet cu 410 
Doubassoff, Admiral .......... = CRE RD HOO Sikes stone waeere te eats Pe. Hi PORN Or vice 410 
Pournier, “Adimirality < seistosiaiseisieswvie.o is © sale oop Sycicneiwiavecauphemeneie res eeseaie CA ere ten 410 
Spaam)eAdmicale avis a ciecie's cris sissies POR os ee OO Lot a ioaiaeaaCes shot ne eave: SSeS 410 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case, claims commission of 1903 
Bainbridge Wil iar el Bioesrac,s craretae stewiayaie marcas sere cuore Seeker ac ulles oie) sioner eatera ates 5 240 
Barge; (Charles -Augustinus Henri, ‘umpires a.o 05.06 «<0 osieheaslene eine 227-230, 234, 236, 255 
Grisanti, (Carlos, tR in 4.23% sos ei oe ess wre w wierevss sieve eee a: yal toile SUR a tala a's ete teks Cotes 243 
Pious Fund Case, claims commission of 1868 
MPhorntons Sir Wawar ds. WIM pire iss slew versie ralerslaletore iors arenes romans aid he lnisiakaxe sas Dy AMOMAS LOS 
Wadsworth, “William =Slemry iiss sietecoars civ e scree cicissy 2 aiere ole «el epeiens © aipieils sejsvele toss abe tekeneane 17 
Lamacona,, Manuel? Maria: de\sj., sisi a ajsteccls ws wins sierra ajabslial GONE LroE Te Cie SU RACR TRS 22 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases, Hague commission of inquiry 
Segrave, Captain James.......... Biel ev gcatarav-aheies Wane cong We eras eign eke relate waren PaaS te eae al’S 
Sombron, (Captain voile. vse.\s¢ Rig chara erniererem lhe aera emul ae, Sree eee eRe RO Oe eG 415 
Zerbi, Captain Guiseppe Genoese ........6..sceseeees gio Rieke a aiatole Sie ee, «lee sci to 
Tabular ‘statement: Of... )Ai. ose nee <a. Nicata taveagh ane euscthel antares evestiarara enieeeets atacea ri Tata e Sia ste neiee 423 


Commissions. See Boundary commissions; Claims commissions; Fishery com- 
mission; Hague commissions of inquiry. 


“Compagnie de Navigation Mixte,’” claimant, Manouba Case ..........- Sidhe exeeetats 347 
“Compagnie Générale Transatlantique,” claimant, Carthage Case .......... ile GeIBTe 333 
“Compromis.” See Agreements for arbitration. 

“Continuous voyage” doctrime, Carthage Case ........ Srexedtiners ake teiene ayo Leheit whi Seen 334 


Contraband of war, Carthage Case ...... cece cece rece ee enes Sareea cee Ne he BOC ROO 


INDEX 637 


PAGE 
Conventions, protocols, treaties, etc. See also Agreements for arbitration; 
Agreements for inquiry. 
1844, November 17, France-Iman of Muscat. Treaty of friendship and commerce, 
extract, Muscat Dhows Case 
Pughish stranslaviomy cere nscteiciievnie’:cioveresers.e.sie rev oapevareseraicyslecsnstsisKaredons aba oxaan eee tor 103 
Frénchtexti;.ttemscuntsh ines soekintels ck. Seedelates avardigla savor ett Mckee) oraeke ve ereceter eae S 473 
1859, April 20, Netherlands: Portugal. Treaty relative to boundary possessions, 
Island of Timor Case 
English > translation wrctewtesineee res ad One laxesurotets  ororeiover ste) ase Vane tarsvonshedoensic/a ce eeeene 390 
French text i. 22237 aaron SSR ae RYU The rehs ic 5 ata ea TAM Ie tela onchanele: aNeiers, Wee a Etre 599 
1862, March 10, France-Great Britain. Declaration respecting independence of 
Sultans of Muscat and Zanzibar, Muscat Dhows Case 
MESA PERS 1s eG ETS LCV ELO ad Patt tetrad overages orasign ce orev cl oh alvreyevore rev hav ats nap vcore ec aeveUlon gables owalsne cc ARGO 103 
ESnPITSCERE Yai w cleteres tetas aca ovend ae ocbtecehaldl ovale ih erase tale BU leleneeters @ Sachi re era ae Pett ess 9 103 
1868, July 4, Mexico- United States. Claims soncemes Pole Bind Case 
BWASHsh VERE, 6 Se teats 3 spall Ste avr anetetgets a ataWa re vet loatelelaFersvalwe  oitvezecgoet 3 ee, 12 
PADIS TOKG Hoe oleae iene aharevoretalaisvelsveteverere eieloFersVeferstevencloterevenes 6 SeyotaaVatelel Never re: svareyurs, Mince 437 
1890, July 2, General Act of Brussels foe the suppression of African slave trade, 
extract, Muscat Dhows Case 
Ten Shishe tLAVsSlatiONy, jorerersisie:efoetsreiotersi eres) orei srs favekel eon aReranaraNouecetctateretsroxe, se eehetteeo: Settee 104 
BP TENCHIEKE Wo stators) eisiele oie oie ata} cro) SHoneNsietatnl.sle' ofielsice! ele! o\s alia! este! 5) 01 @7sfel efsl Velev lalieyeiwleietelotels ereteane 474 
1893, June 10, Netherlands-Portugal. Convention of commerce, navigation, boun- 
daries, etc., Island of Timor Case 
Eaghstitranslation: «.:.,-e0ss.0s< srobeinsyovekronsr Seaway ah at airplay SMavioh oPerentanavan Meet eiawan si oie atenets baer 393 
French text ..... Nore Te hte sis: orsneciave nie Geo: oF des oboreretoretaheY sce osetoretate St Ao GS Rey cor eae 601 
1893, July 1, Netherlands-Portugal. Declaration regarding cession of territory, 
Island of Timor Case 
Mira PASH ea EL ANTS LALIO BP ot choles bi atetqncrisvateh snetsteiavaherss aval akahole asfahie st eYellsv'e eh axa: gvave lois OEM Poe cate staleea MR 395 
NS STINE OK Eur et ototeydyore ieNor sh derore:o' eskd a" eValot sisvoinleleieiers A atalacoye. ooysMotinte lesa 304 there Stee 603 
1894, July 16, Great Britain-Japan. Treaty of commerce and navigation, extract, 
japanese we ElOUsEe bak CASE azo, are oreo isto olay siei[oyeisiis;e ieilove js oe ceieis nvetol ote: Foriew tie dts Weneeaente 89 
1896, April 4, Germany-Japan. Treaty of commerce and navigation, extract, Japanese 
House Tax Case 
TOR OAISHME ELA TISEACTOMI PA areta te Res. clots aie wl steele tale is o'va dievahs aici atarerSlivle overstate ul abe Wltolen we eteere Mae vis 91 
German etext fisiele -ie1s. <0 RO ONO TIORONOe eetots ale sceiee aie Martel ‘ a epakecetnes qivale cise 464 
1896, August 4, France-Japan. Treaty of commerce and Cention: extract, Japanese 
House Tax Case 
Fea listwets ADSL ats rie yo oly s-rcacrerowiclate ee alc = arbi efela eld aie Sie lelwte avelea ha oetcke“o'e.t, « fatahetateveterste» 92 
PENCH LEX: thciays\s)<iele inet eftetsietotstoraiatelois’ ots ioxs Svs) pyeKeus FOO OCI O ooe Geter eroree 465 
1899, July 29. Hague Convention for the pacific settlement of international disputes 
PNGB ESYOING! waiete/al ofeletalistote ie /o¥olate exctetsve¥e- eres aya\/aPalavevay evel: cnataralecaraveaterace diate STOIC ccae A i cli 
English translation ........ OF AOXOEEC LI CREE COO SG IDOI OO OO 000 duouo noe XXxili 
Rene Ha tOXKE oe cwisie'cnisi sete eisrove eels a aiaasetcte ys Pre seier = Ws NGM vals cera ole elevelee ePearenek seater ce Xxxii 
REtKCAHONSH (e540, 4:5 094 6 boss ba cess 5:6 OP OPHIR LOG CMO OU oul Waiheke cutN ee cli 
TESSET VATIONS si. 4d is ests ois .5/ 10 Sie dis oxe,blold sidaie ae Srp CORDIC aca Sa D@miers yaaa Dees cil 
1902, May 22, Mexico- United States. Protocol of arbitration, Pious Fund Case 
PStIg liste Rte Waren oyetotes able cis a'e\ cle cleleie ve a 66) Sard eho RU Mar ate’ MEN Chat. « EPR br acerke hoocTanaie rahe 7 
Spanish text ..... Mabey jatcheverstets eo otharlav cha’ alchabafarstav vel wha aah ara saer shaver evaiiansra voters. cheers. ata ; 432 
1902, August 28, France-Japan. Protocol of arbitration, Japanese House Tax 
CASO Ce Hei tale saree ala ein ole Maleterale stelelafelorene'’s sider et tele le erotletalelandiolererne elstete OX notel, 85 
er TOT RCO MMe To elias fe ecais ctste vioteseisr ela wis's 6147s jelane a eftietene scott elaterd ovate @tinelars a Nine sorete sipiete 461 
1902, August 28, Germany-Japan. Protocol of arbitration, Japanese House Tax 
CASE Te cieid Aayvoiieseie sete et es lid dist anew N Haratalis astoracar a sthavensh eels shot Sareus alah everets sl oiloenre notel, 85 
German text ........ Pane seats tet. Steen eee s SHS SENET E ahal ytaile valeledete es vie : ates 457 
1902, August 28, Great Britain-Japan. Protocol of arbitration, Japaeee House 
FE AOR CASON al ate te Metete ehve otdlctale: she atrotal etalietal shai ahala, Mav ois) Soateltarhi aiAtviate.aheverd cusiellenecs alls 85 
1903, February 13, Germany-Venezuela. Claims convention, Venezuelan Preferential 
Case i 
Herp IISHM te St) et oraietoist sate \a)ate)erehel> ela) sielinis 419)e\e 0) +/s)'*\\ =| eels) 0/0 ¢\)s)0)2 0016 p.0/4\wis) 4.0) 21016 weld ioleret 65 
German text ...... Bare ePoiew ieee evs nialeue ielelete a’ohaveie sir ata itayate 1h are TRIOS # ale. Mrase Sere a 447 
1903, February 13, Great Britain-Venezuela. Claims convention, Venezuelan Prefer- 
ential Case ..... Pidiataie lerve ate tie kere: F ard ois AbD BC Sal ee fa relensceubavete are, steel Wore: Siatahere retort ase 67 


638 INDEX 


PAGE 
1903, February 13, Italy-Venezuela. Claims convention, Venezuelan Preferential Case 70 
1903, February 17, United States-Venezuela. Claims convention, Venezuelan Prefer- 
ential Case 
English text: oicic'c:+/oiakeusrois/evnjoreleavieroloieysiwlele- sisi ial= els) s/+| ovale) eebleNassiekeletoNt eteiencfehal ay eieNeiatanstele tats 74 
Spanish aitextanamaveieisielsleieieiaoiciartepisseloteheiotelel layers satel 5 ok (Wud ve Gus siielfa fewer o UMEY SOMES ote te 449 
1903, February 26, Mexico-Venezuela. Claims convention, Venezuelan Preferential 
CASE pe BS 5 Sere tere love Br ereceleto sy aval thot hare evel voles aba. nvevckoleKelalal ofeteielievetete puele thats <cegatene! oie ...-Mote, 74 
1903, February 27, France-Venezuela. Claims convention, Venezuelan Preferential 
Casey. ste.sriehe) ol chekeiore eine toikotoierrtale eres ye Siepeiepoaedsts wehetoiote ueucis ota oaths ale aston emote, 74 
1903, February 28, Noe ncn onesGeln Claims convention, Venezuelan Prefer- 
ential:A: Case cpirase <ictrerhelevesdints asa iel ao ator evolves 0 alls) ssehavel oka elelsr™ stoi smalovebekeNeisuatleloatarcienetens note, 74 
1903, March 7, Belgiue Veacaucia Claims convention, Venezuelan Preferential 
Casewiiente cavers eters ‘ Sishelelecelswetnsieenteorocaiodsie veces , OMI OrC eae etaEhs Bea note, 74 
1903, March 10, Sweden saa Norway. Venezuela: Claims: leonventad: Venezuelan 
Preferential)iCase Giese sos POP ODOC OL I7 BONS Ba teraisis: Salolavstereuctabwigts eye rantere pte note, 74 
1903, April 2, Spain-Venezuela. Claims convention, Venezuelan Preferential 
Case ere tecorcierd doterieruvennsaleyonsis iexeieieieseierele Seusyeusselenaekeuetoueaetgo cieoreyet sie: sive colseereiys ..-note, 74 
1903, May 7, Germany-Venezuela. Protscdl of arbitration, Venezuelan Preferestial 
Case 
Adhering Powers ........ HOOD BOOMO COU SNE FOOD CONG od COE sisiteneidas OI Gon 64 
EG liste Xt ie eves iej<roisyeiereloselsi lecre a, Seu; $i 45656: 8 Shelia) sya oh ousulouloy oh Sdsuea oxeuey oy euensueacorss © SERS = shel rane 62 
German text) s..j0% (01> -eiststelesenisiele Eve stitial o eveNe ia fakonss siskeheledueislens Sysrelle aefaemyes sere stapes ects 445 
1903, May 7, Great Britain-Venezuela. Protocol of arbitration, Venezuelan Prefer- 
ential Casee.-cmisveryxcunesisoktertel siers epauedevovetai pie Beeubepelelorers Misheisiiiare ah jettiiod tere res ope note 1, 62 
1903, May 7, Italy-Venezuela. Protocol of arbitration, Venezuelan Preferential 
Caseyeraeis tec icttycerstele-< slots BC OO ODO DOO TO AOC AOORED COUpOre Oc PereahSalehele sieve note 1, 62 
1904, March 15, Norway-Sweden. Protocol concerning Grisbadarna boundary 
English translation. «0.60.00. Syoleleysva enol Sey ucel oye, axeveiecetavosersked cca oxeyek 0s teenie ete teiate ahs artes 136 
Swedish > texcts 5, <issccjsssisvess exsissiscouetsveleis subjehsy erskopex sseNelas olehejsxeke\orsforses ajsiegsisusseusis ct hendavcts torte 500 
1904, October 1, Netheriands-Portugal Convention for the settling of the boundary, 
Island of Timor Case 
English translation ........... OOO OOO On Odeon ou ORor Oo More crc atoiofarelatekade «nme 396 
Idee sh (eet CORO COSCON EORCO OD CUAGOOS oss tavntstey ei ethrareamvavereelers oretete. cher Seine on fasebe 604 
1904, October 13, France- Great Britain, Agreement for arbitration, Muscat Dhows 
Case 
Englishoitext: .).60.s0 s100. Bocatuc BOS ORC ORO O OC LR, ave Giley/ava re lervaby shel atest ctencteverepene’s 101 
Brenchistextiicre =o vevstosicrs of svsare evel oie Bio eieXe rar 8 ale evere Evo eiarew etre stare oo (atace ek estatefers (pekets ore 471 
1904, November 12/25, Great Benen Ruane. Declaration (agreement) for inquiry, 
North Sea or Dogger Bank Case 
Englishvitranslation \aio..5).:<(e40 om le wiafatauctal are ears cteee olaleitatsintelevant sar eeale seis Sgstepersree ta 410 
Prench textes. -scavevsisteucicwislexs. cletcisrscoletere lagers setevattkelepetece Sietesbis Sibiekstess leh eae Sispehgenie siehe renewals 614 
1904, November 12/25, Great Britain-Russia. Supplementary protocol 6 declaration 
(agreement) for inquiry, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case 
English translation ....</<1... 0: Biohavererevarstere elienels ete a rekefeleceeare Ziska lareiereterevers évovelaniors erase 412 
Bench texts jorecs oisin's/ero:ege, ois ’siexelsiovsiern's A asuire rereenaferasn stetaielors BR otoiceys st adage bys eames 615 
1905, January 13, France-Great Britain. ‘Sucoteneneue protocol to eurcameet for 
arbitration, Muscat Dhows Case : 
Pom lishectextaecwieinscereioiots alasas Oistereievese era eabielons cla arepaercce as jaiolssie ecshefelece lateatant sieve ted. tcontarenars 108 
French: stexty be -ctaverctstalainte slew e arate everee ; avalp pieresetane ie Nirsrorotere eta si 5 eptsre Basie 477 
1905, May 19, Beance-Grant Britain, Supplementary protocol to cetecment for 
arbitration, Muscat Dhows Case 
Englishatexte cre ieteic cite SShonesaugor nlaksqessice ole ptetae kere AGO URE Ae i oe 109 
Frertclt text: 2s sicevao ecterpeaiieaeriasioe ayes esernvafavelstatcney egsleselosel ote Sy epauejaperersytacsaces eicieneeenieen 477 
1906, October 6/8, Great Britain-United States. M odus vivendi, North Atlantic 
Coast) Kisheried: ‘Cages sis lcisvacsiate.cieis aletisnela e's eit a BOOS OCR OD ort aie - 4 208 
1907, September 4/6, Great Britain-United States, Me odus vivendi, N orth Apaatie 
Coast Fisheries Case ........... © wid omtomere eieterate seins otente en auailane hates oiaxeh laren Mamie 212 
1907, October 18. Hague Convention for the pacific settlement of thternatcas 
disputes 
AGhesiOn, cae saie cn eae viesisis siete wasn: Seca aie SCO whee sere «sha seisfere e¥eheeys oRNGTORTG cy 


INDEX 
Piferich text tee eoeesc ee a Shar avetetetetens Steiave sales SraTeval ove bravereva o/stenal ole hetero aie igaacne s 
Ratincationss sc cect coco ore Maree exer aitietoe tate the rate ie tote Weelae arevehsrelateleneratelaiete ets 
MESErvatiOns; a. cyiss-oe ree ere atereteretete xateleceretsiotstetars tae ietetevesete arstelatetorsi Bieta aiciet tal aote 6 


SAR Ma tL OSM eer ate net Nore ristcie ees a ea steep arses arse arbeewos Okdar + ee eee 
1908, March 14, Notway-Gaedel: Agreement for arbitration, Grisbadarna Case 


English translation ...... eyeraeve ailereue. a eusissccetorete 8 CREMORNE cours Niciete 
Norwegian etextiicest ees neer eo: ohetererereteece Da evaterstere cle Gis e avetere a Bec cetera rede aerate 
Swedish text ...... Sie torcheve re erehelaysforevetetsToreYere vee ietelars te teie rs setoiis Ta alis tafosarolsrevaretercVeTa ste, ctoerere 
1908, July 15/23, Great Britain-United Staten: Modus vivendi, North Atlantic 
Coast Fisheries Case ..... s8AG cdhne piavaisra later eccucheye eves sie tee lolsra oieceomittheve seers née 


1908, November 10, France-Germany. Protocol containing formula of regrets, Casa- 
blanca Case 


Ee nelishwitransl ation necielretesiheleclew ctw aeslerervelams tovaters axeasevenerarete Sielahetavocvererslanbers Rigtetetes 
PenChetext ecloccrds se keen sc eee halelas sweets eta aterotete Ba eis Alcdate ereleotcle s SHORES MAD'C 
1908, November 24, France-Germany. Compromis of arbitration, Cavthlance Case 
Einglistimerars ation wwe © «leccriae seins <ile oc lelocterate sree srerhehereie ee Sieve ae oe Siateletole ele exe 
French: texts... é miskevevereteicelercracatctet stare sietoisie sets Rivero se aste Rietoitne vretareter sere es 
1909, January 27, ease Britain- United States. Agreement for arbitration, North 
PAtlatsbic s Coast eiSheTies. CASE. score careers snsisievsfoseveteraiare lee aredeie lel eel evolelesere; cvetetetets F 
1909, January 27/March 4, Great Britain-United States. Correspondence saale: 
mentary to agreement for arbitration.............. ADO OC COROT SOE Sherer 


1909, February 13, United States-Venezuela. Agreement for acbitvations Orinoco 
Steamship Company Case 


English text .......... SUG OGOSOD GOO COCO SD OC INO UO DU DOODUDDLD FA 5Ovon OOOGO OOS 

PAIS COX EM Wetcieicie ties else's clorcie sereieletsieren sieeieveee sieve seer Rieenevalelerstetre sis Se Ae 
1909, May 29, France-Germany. Procés-verbal of regrets, Casablanca Case 

Pils Siva Cr AN SIAL OIF forcfays ie eos e/eieNoie erctavetols eisersterevessietayersre RTerofotave tele setoreieictatthe ote eats ace ote 

French text ..... Deere ere veiete ieleere eocehe ec oneerens oieis one eke Rcreterees : Mavetelevalsces ereloters 
1909, July 22/September 8, Great Britain-United States. M. dus bescenoe North 

Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case....... isvantiere voter: sreletn's crets aes preter aGicteatees 

1910, April 25, Italy-Peru. Protocol of arbitration, Canevaro Case 

English translation ..............+. ohateravatel ete? stohere aherafavslobersisieleievele’e o¥ereteterstels sie tclerete 

A tatranertent) </s/:6.<1<"=1 FY ASAE AERO Ur ROR OIE MIT OOL Baa cforsterevacat arava, set chenst ters Salete/acclaye tole 

SPANISH) LEXLE War. ete ei sie' <elerove shaban tO. catogo on postage bocipo cod abcaoconode : 


1910, April 27, Italy-Peru. Notes concerning the formation of the arbitral tribdiank 
Canevaro Case 
English translation ...........+++- SOO CAMO DAC OOCD OG RO DLA Aoi er colar teeta errs tetas 
Spanish text ......., PSO SO OG AOU OD oltaletets erates Ae reve titeeemeee stains. Natalee cs Serve 
1910, July 22/August 4, Russia Turkey. Compromis of arbitration, Russian Indem- 
nity Case 
English translation ....... AGdSaa Sieve to tareraterttele ie rake axa to rene ere eR Tere ahel tra lateheletealte anc veete 
ire eH CRC Ure te ietetclatets icicle) ste Taloleictete ts! eleveiel« oois'v orelate eielleale/ore’ as glorvietiess) stele vel arene stata tateels 
1910, October 25, France-Great Britain. Agreement for arbitration, Savarkar Case 
Realise OKC fo. slot cle ioic'o eile slelslsiwisi viele civic sicis ¢ IDG OAOCOO UO amiOdc SYarota ate alexa: tstetolerat> 59 
Brench) text til. c1c'e cc's se clots Mialetestevertin eatsiatele’ ste ete ote Metcecolereeatere eiclcteteieie’s Saterenateehe 
1910, October 25, France-Great Britain. Supplementary notes to the agreement for 
arbitration, Savarkar Case 


Wonglish—snOte mie esiasl slew vists olslelsls' sie. mevels's AIC COIOO DO DCOD ROO TAO L gOS GUC. 
French note 
English translation ............ HE REL AS she Te eles Roe pase ATOR ORs IR 
muah TOO adae ace oA BOO a6 DCD OBO OCIS CIO COROT TEE OOM OC IIIS Migr REA O.5 


1912, January 26, France-Italy. Joint note concerning settlement of the Carthage 
and Manouba cases 


English translation ...... akeretelevsl sie cieiere SARTO OOUSE Oo SUD OOD CE IAC DS IeOnIA Ore 

Tenchi text eiicicls ose es ess « t DOC CI EICRCOTIO IE CG CIO OIRO aS TOP RTECLO LOD De oDE Wes CIOL 
1912, March 6, Pransettaty. Chupromis of arbitration, Carthage Case 

English translation ........ssceeeeecerree eee eeeeene Heiereta is SARANGI Sata tas, ences Rect 

French text ......- Diet aiace onatie:@ PETRA Teac ahdiin reer ctatdie teisie Gis ereleiors c's oveleva nrarwrers everett 
1912, March 6, France-Italy. Consbrodds of arbitention, Manouba Case 

English translation ....... oO GU G.n DL AGO OCIRGO ODO OH DIOS ZODOU DOD GOD GO cect O enc 


French text .........-..-. SGA 6B OO OUS.6 HOP CInOIO CRIED DOCU OO DOOE OC OOOO DORI KIO ating 


214 


119 


485 


117 
484 


147 


215 


235 


508 


120 
485 


220 
294 


528 
528 


296 
530 


324 
551 
280 
519 
282 
282 
520 
339 
562 


336 
561 


351 
571 


640 INDEX 


1912, April 4, France-Italy. Supplementary agreement to the compromis of arbi- 
tration, Carthage and Manouba Cases 
English) ‘translation: 210 csieresiclelsiswneieeie ieteusta eles eis) ie os ele sa ora olal erie ial el totale! ofatr rete el eno 
Frenchy text sis cis verere aniston SIO OA DDE ODO DOOD EO OR OuIOG Brerciacaeaadievel Meieoeaeee alate site : 
1912, April 15, France-Italy. Preliminary agreement for inquiry and arbitration, 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases 
Etiglish., tratislatioi mec isles ste testis sai oles Crier pOieeora niplate wiewi haved al aiteeeaieraees 
Frenchy feXts 0c avers creisiet au tare Sovsuste inser s pees ol aise AG aCe Aelcize a iaunvelessiens’s alshatavanelstetaroieee 
1912, May 20, caare: Italy. Convention of inquiry, Tavignano, Camouna, and 
Gaulois Cases 


English translation \sic«-).1. sie1 16" Supls yi exone oe Oe eSieeias ayia bitlerstetereie cae See eta 
Eirench) textirersactesterorsisie orci ciavele a hieta love claletate iste s oerarmiersteieleitcte Solel Ob aie eee a eve caters 
Walians text an ais <iisileeucsteieis sicie erie oe ain ICICI Oreo Ora cts Beis ete ee 
1912, July 20, Great Britain-United Statees Morceient adopting recommendations 
in award, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case............- Bk oes < alelaers es 


1912, November 8, France-Italy. Compromis of arbitration, Tavignano, Camouna 
and Gaulois Cases 
English translation ........... bifeiaie! ove nate ROIS OD OS  Saderqeeys sislayo otetoheteloler era : 
Fire nc hyitext mseseiaisisiene ister cise (rie Sipretonshers seomnaletavexoieneracveniets COraso GOO OE eke opslovanie ae 
1913, May 2, France-Italy. Agreement settling the aeivahae: Cawieunes and 
Gaulois Cases 


Englishitransiation.0)., «cise syerete tes sta wie Boob bok ociGG caaeieere SIC RA Oo LOG ee oa 
Penh text's cic siarctere otereis clevercns ave tererarous\staisic onelsielriatar ste: aitereniee he acest ta nename ote tengye caves 
1913, April 3, Netherlands-Portugal. Compromis of arbitration, Island of Timor 
Case 
English translation ........ PS SRM create tenatoe abphena Gis |< ater Sidvaysve Spwaale shes Sake Mah dere 
Brena texceress otic mic’e elsicts foie lorevate wevtustn in yete aieimiederscereretoratere ices APE CIO oo ren ee 


Counsel before the tribunals 
Canevaro Case 


Mesones, Manuel Maria, for Peru........ stave 'giy «bataletatehevete si arey ees BCC ERE ERC C Sie 

Scialoja, Vittorio, for Italy........... Bteratelereetele iets eis sistien emo Seteisle Soles 5 stelsices 
Carthage Case 

Anzilotti, Dionisio, for Italy............ ile @ ongue., #00 hake wie AS ayn tele Oe eins elie peas os 


HesseAndrés? for: Brance: piijiraratetsade ovaiet caters skecotetstarahe ‘sitelatiovan <1 os <tetarel Montana cceeeel aiaveramna te 
Manouba Case 


Anzilottis Dionisio, for Utalycincucmiscle socloieetmisieieet Sletgis le nee Ae ioc Sekheiefass F 

Hesse, André, for France......... cabesesdsig Bones A POROUS COO on Soe c 
Russian Indemnity Case 

Hesse; André: for) Durkeya cdc cece cenit wien bikes aici ataratece eastaerovere terete Fela saute shee 5 

ROGUIN s ernest a fOr s 1 Ur Ke Yc) om leleinies esis cleieiseiaeiatelets a aigsinvecels Bisteost ele meh sateatare 

Youssouf, Kémal Bey, for Turkey.............. bee ae sisters PESO COI BES axes sigue 


Cowley, Lord, as plenipotentiary of Great Britain, signed declaration of March 10, 
1862, between France and Great Britain respecting the independence of the 
Sultans of Muscat, Muscat Dhows Case........... ba te dedera eget eatahate fasr bie’ aretha re 


Crowe, Eyre, agent for Great Britain before the tribunal, Savarkar Case............ 


Customs receipts of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello. See Venezuelan Preferential 
Case. 


Davis, Admiral Charles Henry,commissioner, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case... 
Declaration of London of 1909, Article 47 invoked in the Carthage Case.......... 
Declarations. See Conventions, protocols, treaties, etc. 


Decrees 
Pieroro decree of December 12, 1880, Canevaro Case.........sccecescecccces 


PAGE 


340 
563 


419 
621 


417 
617 
617 
221 


419 
621 


42) 
623 


387 
596 


286 
286 


331 
331 


344 
344 


299 


299 
299 


103 


277 


410 


339 


287 


INDEX 641 
‘ \ PAGE 
Venezuelan decrees, Orinoco’ Steamship Company Case 
TSOS  alyel, wAsticlen le wichrecnnkectees eters paverele fate ovaratei'e Weleve eto evs Sosteretacevore iene cod 
1906; October +5, Articles 152):2 2880s os Sate wreiidiats PENI ewes Malte viats/e tea ZOOL 
Desart, Lord, arbitrator, Savarkar Case aipyelelsatele Nistele-eisleletste.elelele sloeloiaarse © states ain eeae Sper 
Deserters from the French Foreign Legion at Casablanca. See Casablanca Case. 
Dhows. See Muscat Dhows Case. 
Dissenting opinions 
Japanese House. Tax Case, opinion of Itchiro Motono............cececceecceucces 2 84 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case, opinion of Luis Maria Drago..:............ 193,195 
Dogger Bank Case. See North Sea or Dogger Bank Case. 
Doubassoff, Admiral, commissioner, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case............... 5 410 
Drago, Luis Maria, arbitrator, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case............ 142, 155, 193 
Dissenting: opinion 23....0.6s060s000605% SIRO hOCLCI OG Cdr GERAIS SOO ORI Gia aera en 195 
Dubail, G., as plenipotentiary of France, signed agreement for arbitration, Japanese 
House Tax: ‘Case. ...¢s5%0.5.. awae es On eR Biv bipertiad siiee 2 bai He aiehe oe ine Of 87 
Davai; clarumant: (Carthage. Case. 6s. vs sts oielsie/tinoincl60'0,0\easieiste Rates aiahy siaeraleruterateihe 334 
Extraterritorial jurisdiction. See Casablanca Case; Japanese House Tax Case. 
Ferreira, Antonio Maria Bartholomeu, as plenipotentiary of Portugal, signed agree- 
ment tor arbitration, Island of: Timor. Casein. «<< cieeresisgceienisie-e oisieve GUA OL SHR Sister 389 
Fishery arbitration 
INOLEMM AT antic (Coast) Fisheries Case eiersys.5, 01 ici iors acevo! st ie felsiiniere eVeloyeielevele)ehereilev oysle aiacwieves ela 141 
Fishery Commission, Permanent Mixed British-American. See North Atlantic 
Coast Fisheries Case. 
Fishing fleet from Hull. See North Sea or Dogger Bank Case. 
Fitzpatrick, Sir Charles, arbitrator, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case..... 142, 155, 193 
Flag, offense to. See “Carthage” Case; ‘‘Manouba” Case. 
Flag of France, right of Muscat Dhows to fly.......s. sees cece eee nsec ence eeeees 93-95, 101 
Fontes Pereira de Mello, A. M. de, as plenipotentiary of Portugal, signed agree- 
ment of April 20, 1859; Island of Timor Case. oo. ccc ect eee secon nc rscerneces 393 
Foreign Legion of France, deserters from. See Casablanca Case. 
Foreign settlements in Japan. See Japanese House Tax Case. 
Forres de Rada, Marchioness de, founder of the Pious Fund, Pious Fund Case... 39 
Fournier, Admiral, commissioner, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case...........--.+8 410 
France 
Arbitrations 
Carthage Case (France vs. Italy)........e cece cece cree eee e teen teen eee e eee eeeees 229 
Casablanca Case (France vs. Germany)....-+sseeeee eee st ee eee e eer ete er tetcens 110 
Japanese House Tax Case (France, Germany and Great Britain vs. Japan)....... 77 
Manouba Case (France vs. Italy) ...... ASSO COCOONS AS OREO OPO RROE i ear Sie cote Cee oAL 
Muscat Dhows Case (France vs. Great Britain) ........ese sere ec erect eee eeeeees 93 
275 


Savarkar Case (France vs. Great Britain).........-. Maire iirerastnane eisjereinte orotate 


642 INDEX 
PAGE 
Cases before Hague commission of inquiry: Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases 
(France ws, Italy) es ce cmisaetenoiess iia el ola aieuaus eislele Eo Ge CS OnoIoS chee em 41s 
Civil code, Article 1690, Orinoco Steamship Company Case........ a 6 ts Nate arte sie 250 
Fromageot, Henri, agent before the tribunal 
Carthage Case, for France) 5...) < es cice EPO ROO G a rafeieel Wreroneveile sete ecsharsner a atalesiae 331 
Manouba Case, for France.............++ ei CY aNay he) cei ewe cots beta abet e <tlid 6 <Gnatee clio 344 
Russian Indemnity Case, for Russia........... sAopod ate wofetareveteyerots Aepenereretociot etalprafrs gts 299 
Fry, Sir Edward, arbitrator 
Casablanca \Cases icncisccietrsiele mites «i sierere ators srainzsies saa hanes EM OID GOES sceeayoudh naa spent 110, 111 
Pious hand \Gase anc < sss) 0 tata ets ayoke iM ayS vieyeieierre Sarees SOO CC OT Como RAE C aatehe spa eon e. 
Fuller, Melville W., arbitrator, Muscat Dhows Case.......-+eseeeeeee eee ecerece 93, 95, 101 
“Fulmine,” The. See “Tavignano,” “Camouna” and ‘“Gaulois” Cases. 
Fusinato, Guido 
Arbitrator 
Canevaron Caseuiay doce o were Boo wOo ORO DOMECRMOS icfarettarsteeitercietorees stoyehcheNshapehetsvokede 284, 286 
Gar thiage Case aircavcie ciicisterons stale esolesetetele ote Biers e cel sorsvcrsieters eS. Savslerszarenereee eBaches 329, 330, 340 
Casablanca ‘Case: cisteicie <iorcthveivsoloiarere ROOD Riaecoteustalere ects Stas oietiterel era clercbtocdaioe tate 110, 111 
Manouba Case ...........2+00. Siowoicro gene ao hp Bea olevapatanareaatevone Snr’ SYal ofa sieiererernem 342, 343 
As plenipotentiary of Italy, signed 
Agreement for arbitration 
CarthGzem Cascuetelsista sie. clete ctelsieioie Suis buseiy ara verse ey oe) sy Silavellele exe emetenersteterer a ane wieictatwarctees 338 
Manouba Case .......+4... OME Oe Onn on Motor OOS OC GS UDUaTOn dts Sn S53: 
Tavignano. Camouna and: Gaulots Cases.c.< s..:c:ys.vie'« cielcicloiels 1's) ofaiel a aidistsrsia et yatalaite 421 


Definitive agreement of May 2, 1913, Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases.... 421 


Ganteaume, Edgar Peter, attorney for Ellis Grell to sign concessions contract, 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case..............6. 9 a:'sxe/Steilailaiecandiena tater aera 258, 260 


“Gaulois” Case. See “Tavignano,” “Camouna” and “Gaulois” Cases. 


Geneva Convention of 1906. Article 9 invoked in the Manouba Case............... 341, 345 
Germany 
Arbitrations 
Casablanca” Case, (Germany vs;; France) icc sersaerels/e\s: ater ezolsbrncieickoreeiel terre Cites eater 110 
Japanese House Tax Case (Germany, France and Great Britain vs. Japan)....... 77 
Venezuelan Preferential Case (Germany, Great Britain and Italy vs. Venezuela 
tral ye se sieirevne t's Drea eral niyetescertteters srelvrsiere arene NalssautelsterenetoneteeAeetejaier cin romtea ite 4 ISS 
Giacomette, representative of firm of José Canevaro and Sons, Canevaro Case........ 288 


Giuliano, di San, as plenipotentiary of Italy, signed agreements for inquiry, Tavig- 
nano, Camouna and Gaulots Cases............05+ syelstoteterstt « BOD BO dU Ames tices 419 


Gonz4dlez Guin4n, Francisco, as plenipotentiary of Venezuela, signed agreement for 
arbitration, Orinoco Steamship Compamy Case......... Rr niece fe/shelialinte, aya ests eee Se 235, 236, 239 


Gorst, E., signed, for Great Britain, modus vivendi of October 6/8, 1906, North 
Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case.............. poh dtate arrers rate eet ersten elas) Sualeraltt ene aee 209 


Gram, Gregers 
Arbitrator, Savarkar Case........ Ree waar Greco Sfolacsleltrateenede state Gaol ceieereoe 275, 276 
Umpire, Japanese House Tax Case......... 5 ott of stats iSitave, Heschel tefene ene erenereneere 77,79, 84 


Gray, George, arbitrator, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case................ 142, 155, 193 


INDEX 643 
PAGE 
Great Britain 
Arbitrations 
Japanese House Tax Case (Great Britain, France and Germany vs. Japan) .eethhne ef 
Muscat Dhows Case (Great Britain ws. France)...........cccececcccccceccecece 93 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case (Great Britain vs. United States)............ 141 
Savarkar Case (Great Britain vs. France)...........c00eeeee Be SERRE coat ois 275 
Venezuelan Preferential Case (Great Britain, Germany and Italy vs. Venezuela 
@heial 6) ee sepomyeieeueiscrcsisk amrevercieve ere Sy tesccane aide gere Vartetier tens tae toed "abe Yavsbala obeneverctcra oe eet 55 
Case before Hague commission of inquiry: North Sea or Dogger Bank Case (Great 
IBritaingws ep RESSIA)i ie cen cicenkincs areqemervatenate we tersteviverete Bisse dat Breteler rate Sues 403 
Grell concession. See Orineco Steamship Company Case. 
Grey, Sir Edward, signed, for Great Britain 
Agreetuentetor sarpitration, Savarkar Cassie sence s sels <ieveletthers otale Nid o Siielbs ala oo 
Modus vivendi of 
1907, September 4/6, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case............ceeecceeveee 213 
1908, july. 15/23, North. Atlantic Coast. Fisheries. Cases... bod acl cldeceic cele Seles ole 214 
1909, July 22/September 8, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case............--.00- 220 
Note of October 25, 1910, Savarkar Case..... Fata ois et row Ori e.c eax sale wares 282 
Grisanti, Carlos F., Venezuelan commissioner, original Orinoco Steamship Company 
Case) before claims commission Of 1903, opinion. «6.5 60.6.0. cisco ces vis eels ese bees 243 
Grisbadarna Case (Norway vs. Sweden) 
Agents before the tribunal 
onatinsest: q Ker istestsmi LOT GIN OF Wi Yutrin:<\ ara alla, ato} <5; 5 oi. oar alellofnlil) nos concer tlene) wh MAIN CMTE 122 
Montan Ga QO: fore Sweden « sevice ssreterae sere ethcs Rates ohetura: oct, evar ar an aetetercoote a oteeanet oat ttrete 122 
Agreement for arbitration, March 14, 1908 
MBSeNr AES Free GETS AUS OIE scopy 5) aot cl ay 5.01 fos eV sh 61 01.50) aicey ov el.av 6) asi ok #1 ov on sY'ar'o' oth al eX, aol eve wea PANS Ta 133 
INGE rrcoraneteXts ia volctiiers stsiviers escecelnsisliereveraile Sinrh Jo\SUaNd dares'e Sd aleile, o (Seu: Bim lofevayery oe ahaha renee toe 496 
RVC TSW EERE aratay aye) crave, alas eo) siegua sila) suetairarel scaly o20) el. o% ara loth s?Ga:4/a08) Stata verahiexstenavara ata teistey CPO 496 
Arbitrators 
Beichmann, F. V. N., Norwegian ‘appointee..............00.evewewesseas AO on RE ROC 124; 122 
Hammarskjold, Knut Hjalmar Leonard, Swedish appointee..................20. 12%, 122 
oct ey eA President nor the atri ptt ya yer5 ey oyere.ey4s «, 0, 0) ov; 4, 0! aye, arelevey a: oars corer eboreeete 121, 122, 133 
Award of the tribunal, October 23, 1909 
Prmlishiuetranslation | sjestesaeeeie ee cies oisie\s.6 AOC CORIO ON Oe SAC CMO GOTO E ALA 122 
BAIT AC ODOC GEAIONIS Hem oA ie sara otal lava wo bveieies ai 0:0 6: 8iieleteliovedhe ate relelhs detec alors ADE eee 132 
TSE (2a Oris bo A OERIAIOS OOO a OR ROTIOR OC INECnLAROIRA OPT AAC Gir Ton Ca ees FoF, 487 
Boundary commission of 1897, maritime 
Commissioners 
Oldberg, E., Swedish appointee...........ceceeceeeoes b-aare.g elias vere: scenebee teem ke RATS 137 
Olsen, Hroar, Norwegian appointee........... PAO REN ORIG GU ROCCO OO Oba oe 137 
RRreChamACRMINOTWERIAT ADP OILEE stele, « cfols eis ate o'alaieivieiprelsi clos ws.oe Cie tees atrereisslecseale 137 
Westring, H. G., Swedish appointee........-..-.0e00s Brake iotahenas/ 4 hile apemtopouae tare atten 137 
Disagreed, 21 6c.5 ot.v sis SI OO OG © OER Ot Oe nig) ansvalel eat DGte mre alg otaleelate Gite setta aetere 138 
Norwegian view-point ............66- Gialeicte’ apeteteleWe, 0 (chatter auem tole x ele seethina ras dose 138 
SANGEIS VAGRIETE boo cod BboOr. Coo OED OOOO SO. LEISOIO OCC LE SEI EOI PISCE 138 
(Ore ey CS Hat 0 OO LOCOCO OC IOI ee aere a Wielengeara te setts Ri lard Orato vars opposite 140 
Conclusions 
INGE WERIAT oS cleleisicrersisiswe sie’eis, sels elereis ns SBI OO AON OOiC.o COOODOOT TACTOCLGTCIC UICC esr rina 123 
Swedishier crests ie sialeles'elvio Site eae FG CITRIC OCcRE TE G FECIICEE CODE CDE IOI TK 123 
Fisheries in the shoals of Gridkadstna eka labe Taystert, ote aiwieteTove: aCOeee + SAR otlela) a [ole evs, analiarersheteane 130, 134 
Light-boat installation and maintenance by Sweden..........sseeeeeeeeeneees 130543161355 
Origin of dispute ......... Be Mee Neder el oiler as sicher ofe)iov6 ieiereiv| Sci avait! e/ eraser elle inte) sia) etare Nwiarerefea 121 
Questions before the tribunal ......... cs eee eee eee e eee etter tenet eee eens 122, 123, 133 
Roskilde, peace of, 1658, maritime territory divided by Baap evoke aie fea Midhe(ataiave cookavebsyerele 127, 136 
Royal Resolution of March 26, 1904, with accompanying protocol of March 15, 
1904, concerning the maritime boundary between Norway and Sweden 
English translation ..........++s+.0+: OPEC OO A ORO IC 1 ORS ta shits, oieterers 136 
ELI SHINO Cine oibiclele cicleisleinie w1acls evs els ious:9i8 gare Se iestoisier sees pis aildlorels siateisiere ata Renate, Weta 500 


644 INDEX 


PAGE 
Secretaries of the tribunal 
Roell, Jonkheer W. .......... Stervere tha eee eiestae-eie sete ule de Wee Rois acre Kameas 133 
Verduynen, Michiels van................ BOGUT HAO oO Lewitt debe «aires AIST 133 
Syllabus. sic. Aicistrestacehe Bere decays’ oeetetoteiens afatsiatetotele 'e ajetoralal sletele +1 sevehere » oie alto ole reheatatetatel oletaiele 121 
Tribunal 
Competences: she... carats cers Beko Pn Aa shee choles Hate eed AEE Ata ct lS4 
Composition: uiccitescics aps SUS Wat MOR wi Lala aaa SHotHaLO Me valttelen a's atonal helats Kine hte s (Las: 
EXPENSES) Wie cieoisersic einwidieicplerecaewiein eee. 6 siaiel sors a ifsisieieceieers Naist cictetwnararaisos agcvosseiee eta 135 
Language wis Wistias scisayasie sisvasdete’ sels ss warmtatethe Denis eae eae eddie Mees 135 
Meeting iti saciremeiste ins ssed aUavsko ele alesis steele tere a Fasever alee aol evenatelenmateherate elatate wel lertes 135 
Procedure ..... nishert aioe eisys orators dovekovekataverersiave ether alata retecaisun, s@terateve Gace S¥ardl atatetaceteleeinee 135 
Sessionsancae ais ciate aie is1 ek ick pice ota¥s falls) olivate. oMs tool alatuohalte) oVatoreta:atsteN uxt clals eats pieres SPE HS 121 
Hagerup, G. F., Norwegian member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council to 
consider protocol of March 15, 1904, Grisbadarna Case.........seesee cece eeeeeee 136 
Hague commissions of inquiry, cases before 
North Sea or Dogger Bank Case......... fui/och -ateferstapnateralenceehde aie eRe ea OF “aed 403 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases...... A Ob ae OO CL UMIOL Rtas hele pistdeone e413 
Hague Convention of 1907 relative to certain restrictions on the right of cap- 
ture in maritime war. Article 2 invoked in the Manouba Case............+.5- 341, 345 
Hague Conventions for the pacific settlement of international disputes 
1899 Convention 
INGHESIONS racieleleieiciele'e's 10 + sickens « a ote sa lo tava ca lang! gieialotaje ele tele {esas CREB NERS Tee mann cii 
English translation ........ Were anes. oceans o¥oietene fore se totaaee aisles Fie Fike. SERIA XXXili 
Firenchustentr. <\catesieretierercts ereversne Bekele voi Saterekatelehae) cterere Syelevelatotate atS ove cael aw avelevavareie ete ios xxxii 
Ratific ations ovale sere ore lotelepelsyaleia)slerehaiet cleo eyenere GOODCUOO CHA OLE 0G BO MOD OD EE at COOL cli 
Rese mvatiOns) lar eicrohcieiero\aieielorsierers sdccnooce wh e'0i's) pueforer exer slp retlnl.eateneterel ote veremceeee AS ci ara ciij 
1907 Convention 
NAR ESIOT Ks: i eeeves ar ware) stot end oreo at Mahol ef oreletele sis scterahe evartorsiane exer Cav etoleteystolctevere arsis eeree arcs oe cv 
English translation <5 cris <:<leicietetemieiele a eave sisvoeie-s alaistcheteyelelehetere siete otal ava Reheat Potato ac XXxili 
STENCH) EXE. ol siereuareverarisvelotere AO TOA OOO OIL wolelstelahatetstetatelerel etatererettehannitiecs VAs Sea xxxii 
RatincatiOnss cractercveierwvers aratetaiehan thereto sietacetwte exe's RIT Mata tate Br etotalisse ate eetecatehs w eiehetteteler civ 
IRESEEVALLONSH su isistelsrslersisversrorsteierstenetars ahonelessravntaraereverehane es ehatatatte oferecotete tate aoe Bhaletelistefate sretete cv 
Si griatu te get ss .s cd ya wieve eis eval loledel ssnbainvelloial ave sy or sheneraiatetie operate SHEDE MAS rales erorsiesteorarateteimete cv 
Hammarskjéld, Knut Hjalmar Leonard 
Arbitrator, Grisbadarna (Case. .s.0.ccs0 <0 = svalie'© g%el wie Bian atera re Spl elope er anereernte Pe Rene Rehe 121, 122 
President of the tribunal 
COPE AE CASE SNe ere ohare aos ole reletels ele bier sOleteiele abe) ol @lereiere atm -.- +329, 330, 331, 336, 340 
Manoubay:Gasen a siosivcins vata slae sheieisca fellas berets crete BoP om oag cts Ol ahie eaieGAZwotay ool 
Wmpire,,-Casablanca’ (Case <./iaa.4'6s delcieeesicieecse emer Datel anatelarotetaleraetatets scree tie 110, 112, 117 
Hardinge, Charles, as plenipotentiary of Great Britain, signed 
Agreement for inquiry, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case............. SHH CUP 412 
Protocol of November 12/25, 1904, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case................ 412 
Hauge, H. M., Norwegian member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council to 
consider protocol of March 15, 1904, Grisbadarna Case...........c.-cececceccece 136 


Hay, Jobn, as plenipotentiary of United States, signed 
Agreement for arbitration, Pious Fund Case........... Red eRe eS 8, 12 
aR Ay ; 


Claims convention of February 17, 1903, Venezuelan Preferential Case............ 74, 76 
Heeckeren, Carel van, as plenipotentiary of the Netherlands, signed 

Agreement of June 10, 1893, Island of Timor Case..............cceeees Caer ahs teteene 395 

Declaration"of July 1, 1893, Islandoffimor ‘Caset on 4. ee ees one Pema 396 


Weinneman, Heinrich,deserter from French Foreign Legion at Casablanca, Casa- 
blanca! Case “Suis scielachans asic canis sibs gandes koghers week 


INDEX 645 


PAGE 
Heldewier, M.,as plenipotentiary of the Netherlands, signed agreement of April 20, 

1859, Island of Timor Case....3...... E latsteleteleterorsicisrens siehefelsja a eloveletatartereuee Raat 393 
Herante Abro Bey, arbitrator, Russian Indemnity Case..............ccceeceeeees 297, 299 
Herbert, Sir Michael H.,as plenipotentiary of Great Britain, signed claims conven- 

tion of February 13, 1903, Venezuelan Preferential Case..............- Scns, 70 
Hesse, André, council before the tribunal 

Carthage Case, for France..... Sens haiiswersvanovensrt segaal ofaile Gio KeFsiins oho sisseValeve loxeie/ ove rom ere ce enR ERROR 331 

Manouba Case, for France...... SENSI okie fartirelloceteite tena Vel cud a Sel Wie, eeileteharesccaravontent roeeasrse 344 

Rirsstanwerngemnitye Case Lonel urKey cic wi evvisr aie hisie we nel aioe @ SMa SEs 299 
Hoek, P. P. C., appointed by the tribunal in North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case as 

member of the Permanent Mixed Fishery Commission....... PRT Siovats a IIR 173 
House tax. See Japanese House Tax Case. 

Hull incident. See North Sea or Dogger Bank Case. 
Ibsen, S., Norwegian member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council to consider 

protocolcof Marcel 15591904; Griebadarna ‘Cases 6 .is<3.c:c 00 ne sc 3s vis Heme ate eae eee 136 
Idenburg, A. W. F., as plenipotentiary of the Netherlands, signed agreement of Oc- 

toberms1904 nasiand: Of - PumOr- YCaSe «/syers.6 sie, +o, 10)s18 0 8%s 0 ivy e(e's.e asieseSieinee sitisroipttons 400 
Indemnities. See “Carthage” Case; “Manouba” Case; Russian Indemnity Case; 

“Tavignano,” “Camouna” and “Gaulois” Cases. 

Indemnity arbitration 

Russian Indemnity Case ........... Sarcines Rie lalararsen reieaievelare ten Be ciiaaG ick earns eas 297 
Inquiry, agreements for. See Agreements for inquiry. 
Innes, Alfred Mitchell, as plenipotentiary of Great Britain, signed agreement of July 

2091912. Norte vAtiantic-Coast *Fisheries Cases: o2i52's 21s ss sies cress evsiels sates eel enete 221, 225 


International law 
Bays, creeks, harbors, etc., limits of, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case...145, 181 et seq. 


Blockade, Venezuelan Preferential Case..........-2.-eesee. Srotocor. cod treteatoe de 55 
anit ations Ne USCA DWNOWS (CASE ccs c100 ieee cio eveeiss a cigiciele's Setsnretele Minas erste msieeier’s 93,99 
Co-dominium, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case......... cece ee eect ee sence cens 167 
Wamimdous VOVAGen CATtHage | CASE wiciclclercie eis «icielers © gies oieleiele sersiie aie oe tle visit\eeelesinieyrete 334 
Gone AAO O LE WAT CCIE ARE OASE wrolelatalagel diss efolet erates icforereldisin'e eo: sibohololersl disicis e-olevs te alle 333, 334 
Meclanationn or Ioudon.) GartHiace Cases «a sisi sictc seis ein.c slsie sre-vis os ofertas. aleiels wait mstenn opie 339 
Extraterritorial jurisdiction 

Casablanca Case si.))05.' BAB wcil PECTORIS CDK ab NE IOS BOER UICC IE RIE Rese Sache 110, 113-115 

Mapanesee LORS LAK CASE hip o\e/eigiv's s1aiv ie 1s {vie loleie ei r1s19 e+ 6 01's v w/els cls elolel a aver a\eis, olsiclels 77 
GenevasCconvention Of 1906, Van0uba Case. icc ccc se decsse nes be sels Sele sivcvees 341, 345 
Hague Convention of 1907 relative to certain restrictions on the right of capture in 

PAETETING WATT TNT AHOUDC) CASE ys aes cic viele eo ais icieit o eieieieeielevsleidiclsiete qs a pcve's: sis’ 341, 345 

International servitude, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case..............++-++00- 159 
Territorial jurisdiction in regard to bays, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case...... 185 
Three-mile rule, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case............eeeeeeeee rece 181 et seq. 
Visit and search 

(Gh ner (CORE aeoe6 pon GOBOUNSOCOBD DDUDODOR CUED OCOOOL UD ORT GbOn Ope COnrOUnnG 333 

MER OUOA CASE oa) ciels eieisalris aisles s/ele oe,0 Prete nelateier te adn dena doe ale oistaie ecaloreites weaeleloe 346, 347 


Island of Timor Case (Netherlands vs. Portugal) 
Agreement for arbitration, April 3, 1913 
English translation ........ ee wees see cen ed centr rr ene seecerrsecnsr steer uetste 387 
Biardp bch -oAcondaod SqOuooeld C000 ODE OOOO CONOR EO ONE CUNO Co or HOR Oor ao ODemonn 596 


646 INDEX 


PAGE 
Agreements, other 
1859, April 20 
English translation ........ OBAO DOr OO OO AOC Ae caliente Bia lattes tere waheve Metekele rete steve tarehaya tote) 390 
Brenchy textivesisie« sr asa:e Jota takeceraretrs a eteleeh sete ohate UCI OER IG. ace ORT. RI A UBD 
1893, June 10 
English translation ....... ss Fines dildewteeeraee WEI end th SORIA ER 588 393 
Brenchtextanearesciais mies Ste Mere als [oratstalcte teu s\etelole telots tate te axere Heian ae ee 601 
1893, July 1 
English: ‘translation’ <.,5. es cicr-ceetsiene ie ayekensiey et SOROS J SNAP he eae oe So bade 3 395 
Erenchuitextanctecpiericers siete c's oUinwemte Sroheltteteteale etl asshete’ siete TO ee aera rater es pn 603 
1904, October 1 
English (translation) 2): 1s) smilies ole Stale lel sleyststeteyerarees foterieg ot 6 + RE ae aT cae 5 396 
Mrenchiatextinesiae sister iS ereielersinns sieae ss Siena\ayeliexolavesean soya a) duchess oie over ai encteratacetee es 604 
Intent of: parties :....!.. Cn OO TIG OOO ee Lue BR AES Pe NAD OC CIE, 361, 366 
Arbitrator, sole, Charles Edouard Lasdy Payne neaths Rarer Se enk eee aeleaaee sate ee 354 
Appointed by the President of the Swiss Confederation.........-+..20+-e++eee0-- 387 
Area of Island ........ Sasaki a: oliskbin. oveveve ieee cee Bie, Peafete ae seat ailads area ave. 0 Reais 355 
Arguments 
WWetherlarndite ciesieis «isis eiere ais SOAGST Fdiis kad iste cate (aig aba s Side Rial eater Sate a ctaieete iets 361 
POLES UCSC tre icicles cis eioie slate susjene nrtigo BAC non Sevan ayoh ee iere te vetstore tote teler ceva etekoretete tava create 360 
Award, June 25, 1914 
English translation ..... 0000s Peer 0 b.G BoC TO DIOL ap teeteees oft inhctoladcverevate oldloreksrs 355 
FiinialueconclusiOns) ata ore cvsion oraicisiele is erlerioceroreloleloreiarett ale a ealei Menaaraterorelevoie ak alah Matar eens 385 
Er enmchyit extay eres. srcte eel aksteneessete irstaiSveractohen sien hale wietavans ate siele afhastoneebote’ Gewvey eos CA Sie TO ice 574 
Boundaries 
History, 22... iar ststscers aie ei cracevavereyeyees arate srevetelets aleve evalatel savers arelsusuaversjnyel adeisuskatet aerate 355 
CORP) Ese San OAS CHU OR OOD a ave. See reh ales og dyapenet’ «Yue iat sletepare ees stots 356, 362, 379, 390 
@£f, 1899 Van. Ae peor IOC CTO I raw TO er Om on re 360, 362 
CO ES90 4 Miarsters cate ta deers legeie?euloisvonsteeucreistenereoreiets aNislens yee ogee oho sia sisdteusmetielcy Nekerersts 357, 380, 397 
Boundary, commission™ of; (1898-99), 075-6010) 5 else: ce sieiere) sielsic ne ie ollcleteral ofl cialen Rcherseer eee 356 et seq. 
Conterence arejdne23 /Jialy <3,019025 6 wcistelelde vise creineloule Pr Gano: ainagsteree © ara 367, 370 
Enclavesmto. bewabolished saan cdeeminencsiece melee cs BOS ORD OO selene 354, 356, 380, 393 
EXD ENISCS Euoieleiel voter elela clevolareiore cvsrercaetere hapenebet oh evers: Sratecahs diatena Shsvsisteleye teteke bh eusiepet quictaayeaticterses 385 
Avibabitants, Of, Uslamdiit. «< eye.tele sreyereters pms eyetsishctsccnete ateicoxe aisouniieva tee aiskelal exenstmasiie <iaeeee tae ne 355 
Language of the arbitrator...... etehe  eheuala rebel Sel s.4 aseuehetexs sas Winttayaae aes Sete cibvegsiee «c Rumraieteaa 388 
awa applicable i, .:.isiclsisvonacels (> ersveterereic sien Deter ex clokedstaaiets Gs ers lofecaysterenel ath 3: eOndlarerme aoe 365 
MEAD Sia cre cevensntnvlereovererciniorstevetee mre ene ie ote ciererne ehelel ojatohel einvevateloier sseter wm eLatelwiehnaietenaterer opposite 386 
Origin of dispute ..... bi vres dvorbieverwkevereleze Svarore eietorare Saaaherettes sa reverevena «ip: Wiskenenpavebecrecancen 354, 357 
Population sofe: Islan dictc.a7s.ccsisiereters cre sete asela ato schoiesafe, siakeyoreienetelers «teteieters retiSneheeleeyeere 355 
IProcedunec sartstactes testis aries Shelninjeleiaietersvetererersieiscelerecteiaie Bolin aaa one acc Eiete stokans 389 
Questions before the arbitrator .............. als |aeheo-queheteyiv’ sxolelessiet a eterarorerebene’ ate erate Be thes 
SMIELUES Us eoeusbbendoeEotaue arafersietenele ROoatoot POOOMO TOTO ORE CoO OCCOOOsE Srciereta tiers 354 
Italy 
Arbitrations 
Canevaro .Case (italysvs, Peru)ic.s «cen ccue a bk uate anngsie MUReceRveneRe ayopera erate vemiesats A 284 
Garthage, Case. (Italy, vs. France))...0-<1s alec es ne aie ev aiese].a, Suaveterariie aioli otehe orey a cyatctae 229 
Manouba Case (Italy vs. France)........... Ber tae tects estes Gs, CRED BENG eee eos 
Venezuelan Preferential Case (Italy, Germany and Great Britain vs. Wenesucla 
Ct cale yi scm sncucuestosenatbuesess.ats big ateyelan typ capsrepagefecelenes ceover sce sroyeTeaie ahalay eve Reravelerare uc aches erections 55 
Cases before Hague commission of inquiry: Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulots Caaee 
(Italy vs, France)....... Sapsveyatecarateetts) sto steteet ern Ris nieve Seat wns iieveLexessvers Sulbteysve 413 
Japan 
Arbitration: Japanese House Tax Case (Japan vs. France, Germany and Great 
Britain) oiceenneen atelioh Suedate. acetate NEC OUCS a eB revere eseterolons 6 “olotake,’a siete avers tere is Riselhers 77 
Japanese House Tax Case (France, Germany and Great Britain vs. Japan) 
Agreement for arbitration, August 28, 1902, between 
France and Japan, French text...... PAS 5 OES kn OOD Tae Parrott eons Nerciate 461 
Germany and Japan, German text...... shn/w Berens iaekers SOO Ooo aS ejaneye Soares 457 


Great Britainand Japan, cnglish, text...% ce ckiec sae se cieeinie alin eves eratters ter ersveaar ates wists 85 


INDEX 647 


PAGE 
Agreements, other 
1894, July 16, agreement between Great Britain and Japan, extract.............. 89 
1896, April 4, agreement between Germany and Japan, extract 
English translation\e.h juntetion sews as eek eka OL SOROS Poi Om ERM shores Occ 91 
German text ...... efakerevototersebelerecsiesiols ier aihie wiehe aie mio. asa s.oke Ais woe eles serogeyerereea eaverelts 464 
1896, August 4, agreement between France and Japan, extract 
BMelishs Cranslation ys ws wr ox wc wer wesc eee eRe tee abel vehoters.« Stach era sueret ate: «ate eter ate 92 
Erencha text. oc sicsssente Ba cone ares aa ovebNaya'e feere tote TeNAs orca eoe's sheverel Siete dteiste s wracstenetee 465 
Arbitrators 
Gram, Gregers  umpireme aoc cs eere.se)ss ee ae Pav erisraifopeond inva! sw elons sits tei thats lenmiehete tareeate 77,79, 84 
WLOtono wm TeCHILO, w |APANESE: APPOINLEES \o o.asard vac ere herds Daa oh. Ae ge Ree 77,79, 85 
Renault, Louis, British, French and German appointee...........0..0000c000es 77,79, 84 
Award of the tribunal 
Dissenting opinion of Itchiro Motono..............25- ake Rar atel sels SING oR 84 
English otranslationses:) aesios «kets ele olslo Cetin Bian TOC E EEOC ROT tae Ree rhe 78 
Birial conclusions: ve. cccacie ase iacocewae avvae ci sew oles afovopeteh ea esayenstavare alors bacgae vst avevoue.Cbexsiers 84 
ESF OMCMMCE KEM oye cs sta Sis ics opstere tote a he ead Siete: Rola Ualn kleine BUeke My E evaNe fake We 9,0 Tee «ae RES 452 
Claims (contentions) 
BV cISMeeE LETC MS AIG MGT IN AM a). to Ac oe sallosa ls co veh Nolo erelele selene, 6 evs orators IMs A WEIS 80 
JAPANESE © ere yeje isis Bitorcrsieusreianers Bretene recall (alahehsie loyasatets-exsueteiarsie leis rossi eustele ros snave Siew oie eee iets 80 
Goncéssionssof Japan. 10 LOLeiQners ..< sis a se.s cae sieve Slee, vase aua0 410: cs DRUMS AIO, PIES Mote has 77 
REXE I LIGLe LE OMT | CAXAUIO RS coo, cies oc evsgener shone ro wre! evereveueieiCteie wile ele tobe ile o. NavoNOlS Okadeb aa BRN Te 77, 80-84, 87 
Extraterritorial jurisdiction ..... Sexe fave (oorars laste losin ele ia tor etelohais, oheresehetteictehais RNAs ee 77 
POR EIS MUSE LELETHETES: 111 Wi) ADAM aya roel 6s faies= eee oy: 6, (ays) 9/076 9ate0 ei) favs lavoyoie «ay olouensnete Steteus a1 cates 80 
Leases in perpetuity of 
iSUN GHEY nag auadddaeu. te Ilda Oo PO OOF SOODeO DOR OOS ODO CL Onn COU eemeainn boat 81 
LUBE! os ani QO ROCIO ORC ER CIO COR one HO Creare Be ess veifvis ohcUevesrove eh suena xtave vere Ce1anaesievsvars ete talle 77, 80 
(Grol UNE GIN ne Sod Otero ACIS SUC O MOL EIR OSA AOR SCR rr tener re cee 77, 85 
WMacsnonsperore: thes tribunal jay. 5 is.. foros chaisieusis:x ¢.0i4's' 4 4 \siac) e005 0 oe-<) 4 misicreltiolels Gia ecole erate. 79, 87 
SIN LRP LOM fete tater sa cts Falls Votisseyoteveitatalc ch cee aiaciare'c ceclelcteae Oe Gls Oe oie) wetter ste a ehe Meee eb oras Ane 77 
Tribunal 
HE ONaIS COSTE FO LTEM O srots Oi tole eYsore auc ei 6 o5e) oF ale Fais are! seilelieh st tisie's a'leveiers 'e statelg tetave Medes ome oe See 87 
AVEC CT st me eel cyetsietan stay ete siete! orate baie cyeausrae-<.feueranaln: oxotdus: Mohe-staysuanentsiele seis «: guaiedsns we cgansRs.ccacehea 89 
ROR COMEC MM rate to yotetel ated oleh oral odnicisiete ciate oie ietsra taveieys/o'0 alsile ie ase=erorsnssarexeceie ya tejetelie cute esaiei cre aretichate 88 
Sessionsio). coeisa'e 302 SOIC IA pierre s reters RO ANIA SL es ERS poe SER SEER 77 
Japanese torpedo boats. See North Sea or Dogger Bank Case. 
Johanssen, Kristen, agent for Norway before the tribunal, Grisbadarna Case........ 122 
Jurisdiction 
Conflict of. See Casablanca Case. 
Extraterritorial. See Japanese House Tax Case. 
Of Sultan of Muscat. See Muscat Dhows Case. 
Territorial, in regard to bays. See North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case. 
Just, Chancellor, German Consulate at Casablanca, Casablanca Case..............+- 113 
Kiderlen, Alfred von, as plenipotentiary of Germany, signed 
Agreenientstorarpitration, Casablatica Cases «wie s ce tie s/s 'sia/eie sheinieile oleis(s viele s.s/eititivinie ere ie 119 
Protocaluots November 10,,1908, Casablanca Case. cc. ci. ccs. cence cicecececcare cee 120 
Kildal, B., Norwegian member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council to con- 
sider protocol of March 15, 1904, Grisbadarna Case...........---sseeee cece eee 136 
Komura, Jutaro, as plenipotentiary of Japan, signed agreements for arbitration, 
Japanese House Tax Case........eccercsc cscs eceec sense eee nerrereceeccccssees 87, 89 
Kriege, J., arbitrator 
Carthage Case ........ Sethe sreAievent oats eiere aietateleboxer shel arehnielofeycveraterelisleleretelsvelelerenas 329, 331, 340 
Casablanca Case ..... ausllogeretnietareleteneieiersie sie aie Majereterslets Re iabehe Coa fetar overs, sist tS iaveusis: skafeke saat 3 110, 112 


Manouba Case .....++++5+ Meaciorcsrel ses re eroqohotercrapelet sieves oifiomiad Lbs AOS ATG SONe oO 342, 343 


648 INDEX ; 


PAGE 
Lagerheim, C. H. Th. A. de, Swedish member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State 
Council to consider protocol of March 15, 1904, Grisbadarna Case............-- a 136 
La Guaira customs receipts. See Venezuelan Preferential Case. 
Lammasch, H. 
Arbitrator, Venezuelan Preferential Case...... «Shera cewla eel osteo. tiestele Stace cee os 56, 57, 61 
President of the tribunal, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries iCxaees aver Shalets meeatercae 142, 155, 193 
Umpire 
Muscat Dhows Case ..... Siena seus PiataNespieno spataievate maar ROAST. aire Sori aa 93, 95,101 
Orinoco Steamship. Company. ‘Cases < ove aie +)0) sre. /a1cjsis atalalele wvolersialalolal svaielel «evel eiells 227, 229, 234 
Lamsdorff, Count, as plenipotentiary of Russia, signed 
Agreement for inquiry, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case.............0-seeeeeeeees 412 
Protocol of November 12/25, 1904, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case................ 412 


Lansdowne, Lord, as plenipotentiary of Great Britain, signed 
Agreement for arbitration, Muscat Dhows Case..........+...-- ERD OOOO OO wee 102 
Supplementary agreements to the agreement for arbitration, Muscat Dhows Case. .108, 109 


Lardy, Charles Edouard 
Solezarbitrator, Island of) Timor Case ngeicre: sicisye, svesepeccstoyarefosevele ip ieleraistals a(eis See creer ete 354 
(Winpire me Russian lidem nity. Case .\scie cis: ore e-oleialecoleens el isieretetsis ales Sisdatela oheareseletotels 297, 298, 323 


Law, international, See International law. 

Leases in perpetuity. See Japanese House Tax Case. 

Lentze, Albrecht, agent for Germany before the tribunal, Casablanca Case.......... 112 
Loeff, J. A., president of the tribunal, Grisbadarna Case........... sie vwisseln nie RL ONG EoSEL OS: 
London, Declaration of. See Declaration of London. 

Luyando, Juan Maria de, founder of the Pious Fund, Pious Fund Case............ 39 


Lynden, Baron Melvil de, as plenipotentiary of the Netherlands, signed treaty of 
Octoberat> 19045 Istandof- Timor :Casesius + eiao cic +2 cle oreleyereiciurcto aleleterameasiateneicerereneraiiete 400 


MacDonald, Claude M., as plenipotentiary of Great Britain, signed agreement for 
arbitration.) apanese, douse axiiCase sci es.a ocisicieeitie siblcm terse Sisieeccisveba ierehetoenere 87, 89 


Mahones, Tunisian. See “Tavignano,’” “Camouna” and “Gaulois” Cases. 


Mallet, Louis, signed for Great Britain, modus vivendi of July 15/23, 1908, North 
Atlantic-Coast Fisheries Case... .a. stateteine micree wtetmrene 5 «tae terior darter teiotey ahaa iene weet 214 


Mandelstam, André, arbitrator, Russian Indemnity Case............- cee eeeveeees 297, 299 


“Manouba” Case (France vs. Italy) 
Agents before the tribunal 


Fromageot, Henri; for Frances «...< 4< +:,s,+ meimsisrae rnin eieisinierer arena teieieietet Pon 344 
Rice Busattr, Arturo, Lor eLtal yi are lacs tievetuettan ore sitiecensrentacints Amara Behe Oa lea) tere 344 
Agordat, seizure of the Manouba by thes... conc. seu once ese ce Stee See ASS 347, 348 
Agreement for arbitration, March 6, 1912 
Eriglishy s translation.» sisvelcscersiousia,t ayerocen se elata's's, bimeneie saviecece siavetei a cieredereraiseihepa creveia eee 351 
French | text. (0s sje.erora ccvetaya ete overt iol cyacaneia aisiena/olarets tas, a) alsictcreisiakareukcouttneie otere tain ic Ronee et eRe 571 
Supplementary agreement of April 4, 1912. (See abertiaee” Case.) 
English. translation 5)". '-1\sc sts, a7a wrasse lsidletars crotsistel acelstaterstbiclerstoe ersiete Sie! eteve wintaxcieua eters 340 
French text <1... HGMCoaaSoononuiaS Shae lelttera ergo sic las ereretentre eetesirts asrsokaysistst seine 563 
Arbitrators 
Businato;) Guido» toss nas sain eleainrtastetarsteerstats SL ISOC MCD oh Mee oi. 342, 343 
Hammarskjéld, Knut Hjalmar Leonard, president of the tribunal.......... 342, 343, 351 
Korie ge," Jet isis.ae sua eve ’snann \olossy eles pitterehess rotate ietakeie) efetere evstarce oe raren Shy ocmie sider acleieipiee Otay ee 
Renatilt; (lootts> Gc ders sic viste sievele aia Sind yarelaverstenchere sy evaieverete er are eit ACO Ban ode ot ++. 342, 343 


INDEX 649 


PAGE 
Award of the tribunal, May 6, 1913 
English translation <.4..csclee aes 6 as Greet ea L Sreate TOSS ya Wittens Psa Neve taner oRsteni tar aes 342 
Final sconclusions “..0¢.4..060% Sletatey sta. ere ete tal clei RO eva Olay 3% Bie Mia ay evecerete SrA cami tom erS. 350 
SRE TICU PACK EMM eet tears secre rate Teastctare tote erences tere tere Resi ovrencro kWh ie CET Rieke ce enh eee 365 
Compagnie de Navigation Mixte, owner of the Manouba, claimant................. 347 
Claims of 
French Government ............+. eaaears SOLOS WIS oie She ens, se .eiece stares ww cher oce ee eee 344, 345 
TtahanesGovernment,— ceyejeccse sie cokes pee SAGE a cr ree PAE ate POKER 346 
Private citizens (French) ........ SAT POINTE 6 ESE cr te NT ee Aaalelee 342, 345, 351 
Conclusions (demands) 
Pre hete accsters sisaiecnsis orate ists sretaterete: isin sraiereiere SOIC io re Teton ss td oipisve: tig. 6 heats 344, 349 
Dtalvane wesaretitentsctcre ee Sais Sabiwele tents x See 5 a: Secreta Neate oN eee ate et ae 345, 349 
Conventional engagements, violations of....... sean ial atovsve otessusi< eave ere etek abso aye eere 341, 345 
Counsel before the tribunal 
Wazilotti Dionisio. tor Italy” osce.es sees ss Bee Pefarote Scale aieceseveter ens: uve tanare vate ate jelsiateiels 344 
Hesse, André, for France ..... Vareleteeh Steve cane cee Mic eae AOI SEA B AAS. A OIC 344 
Flag of France, offense to....... Ryu e Na ive te layeih erarsteyeteters Ree Gack Tae 341, 344, 349 
Geneva Convention= of 1906: violation Ofc... sve clec ce SEE oO rites ale wera tese 341, 345 
Hague Convention of 1907 relative to certain restrictions on the right of capture 
in maritime war, violation of...........+. OT Cai ac ac PRO ALS: ChOlo SOE Ocak cuca aa 341, 345 
HaxdemultyaetOr ® CAMaACeSe ss tisin coisas ts c-5 Fab Diecleie eG Sea setae Slela leis abe Resta 341, 344, 345, 351 
Joint note of January 26, 1912. (See “Carthage” Cases) 
English translation ...... Bietete Rae wie ete RS atetatctarorster Rie ote alert aie clave lata PEROT eee 339 
CHC We text teeter lero otis stee cele ore es Siereteterstete aN oie reversi sigteyerets SpeLULAr stars sin aatote iopmueodsver sia: cals reiscs 562 
Manouba, seizure and detention of themcatiies .trsth otis oleitieees cle's stetee als loka . 341-353 
Ottoman passengers on board the Manouba, arrest of........... 343, 345, 347, 348, 351, 352 
Muestions betore= the = tribunal sore <stersieyorcieras exe ecerere ata ors toler oretotere sielarcvete lavene eda relael ojeranciete 343, 352 
Secretaries of the tribunal 
ROU MVODE COLE VN oe bench ease a or false daltiecaltot alias tele voumnsia wai (dhe vo avatons Seavtig leaner Ee ON 351 
Wenduynen, Michiels van (jiisiers circle aleve. 6 alelere saicioww sive « oie cualgogta, Clete tavete oletoca waters orci Soil 
SGA UTS mete orcialeters crore le elete eiorsceiule) ests eters SP DGOUG! GOO GOOG ae ies syeieielorcisreceyernenstetonere erate 341 
Tribunal 
COmIPEEORCE Marciais alecerarers is c oe ea alse Ste aisleuelave views s Sieve vievee e's SNarele eatercl Ree arate Meee eT 5 352, 353 
Composition! \.)is% j.'s a nin) CaSO ORC ara BAC DEI a CEES SEI EO GAO OOaE eC 39843, 352 
EG TASC SMMC raft d (or biol opis Tors os lot's CHa eel StoScle ew. '< sla 18 5 76 foi Ts. "ove la fee seve afaieava! wratOreye sive eeMs PaaS FOOL 
Language ..... AML Svar sid ore deeitteers Rabat aisiaieteborensite so dahetatavenveateters-v alae ene ineiste tw. 2 353 
Meeting ......... SOR SODUO LSD LIUD IOI Raateletens DORIC AES Paro OM Gis 344, 353 
IP FOCCUUTE: Rites). clostcwaic eo ike Ese ee O15 Oo PACS Oe Ca ica aoc ECS 352 
SESSIONS og we eveieoaiae aieteloye Weis puere dav ahawete Te Tare 3 robe fe Toiailorterecte tore at ovelsusv ace heretamehe aaron eiaeetevehctare 342 
Visit and search, right OLR rere eA rictereatelevoretes overuse soare te ele setets vars saleetacnveniarte etemtts ...346, 347 
Maps and charts 
ETS DAOAE TAM CAGE wre cleacie.¢ sieie ave lalele sie) 9: eZsiete lalate weyavere Silisarslleran Slocees wie SN ore opposite 140 
picid Mea teatT Ota CASE Liste ties wees Rie slchoygyalh7- is touele ake safevers wimiepee Ole eynilele a wisre memes ss 386 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case............. Siepaevaeetio mvt AS ACD. De sé 194 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases.......... ON OR TOU LC Ae S$ 416 
Maritime beundaries. See Grisbadarna Case. 
Martens, F., arbitrator 
Pious, Pund \Casé (....92.0088 PITH or cis rahe 378150 od Bad aiel wials-aloleetdletan. a! eve ae ete s Ailes eles tte ome Pets 
Venezuelan Preferential Case ........ esha tee awerd ake Fate ain Wee serene 56, 57, 61 
Mathiesen, C. P., Norwegian member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council 
to consider protocol of March 15, 1904, Grisbadarna Cascais eee 136 
Matzen, Henning, president of the tribunal and umpire, Pious Fund Case.......... 2,4,7 


Memoranda 
American memorandum of September 12, 1906, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case. 209 
British memorandum of September 25, 1906, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case. 210 


650 INDEX 


PAGE 
Mesones, Manuel Maria, counsel for Peru before the tribunal, Canevaro Case...... 286 
Meyer, Julius, deserter from the French Foreign Legion at Casablanca, Casablanca 

(OPE GOD SOMOL GO saprelaceea ans eelere api eerie elete A rileelalt Ae aie ote men tets iyi slates Se 113 
Mexico 
Arbitrations 
Pious Fund Case (Mexico vs, United States)...........++- 5 ce fon elidtetfel erereeeteretors is wate 1 
Venezuelan Preferential Case (Mexico, Venezuela et al. vs. Germany, Great 
Britain rand) Italy.) weiciec ies ci cie elerela ore) ierete sistoetomtole eyeeree ave» aielenisteraiols ares Ao 55 
Military occupation of Casablanca. See Casablanca Case. 
“Modus Vivendi.” See Conventions, protocols, treaties, etc. 
Montan, C. O., agent for Sweden before the tribunal, Grisbadarna Case............ 122 
“Morea,” The. See Savarkar Case. 
Motono, Itchiro, arbitrator, Japanese House Tax Case............. Stes avata aeleeae Soins) 
Dissenting opinion of ....... FILO OSES CATO ale eercasreneiens sei Shel mio asa} BS a ete ere Sorters 84 


Mourawieff, Nicolas V., president of the tribunal, Venezuelan Preferential Case. E56: 57, 61 


Muscat Dhows Case (France vs. Great Britain) 


Agent to represent each party before the tribunal................ccecececvccccrces 102 
Agreement for arbitration, October 13, 1904 
HETISTISHE teRt ce ceeieisie ey cae avo) eto Sek see ale are laa aa sere Saeed wane & d.5 ee M Merete ceekata: tieraare telat 101 
Brenchatextiie cisicrais.euace slate Siaheianerezetersierane oxayers Golaveiuet dete eens sicovexe sere a! shiciets < Sete ree iene ope me 472 


Supplementary protocol of 
January 13, 1905 


Berglish, “texts, srecce acerca orb sisal oyeie!sisceratens eseievateyarerserenene tea ieeeca ste ere ee hon chee: 5a SiS 108 

renchy ptextiicccis os: caves les terscata ster ateress soaigia eee eiateteree esis lalerers wine ene etaraere sftseosen » 427 
May 19, 1905 

English a text .<;crswiersleteveratctareie entbiorerslatoterne ahavatateietePerexalenevaretoterna da atelatelaionateree writable 109 

Brenchigtexta o.< ssw ues siaisiais eiatekeustavorsreraleia ie a ferste eis Oi ret ayedenbte, 3 SRS 477 


Agreements, other 
1844, November 17, agreement between France and the Iman of Muscat 
Englishs translations 2...’ int-lazere otetorsioferevetot(alotetioeistareia sta ntererniiete awale'Slaveraeteetee 103 
Brench text wicieivie soto Dletetetatoiete sia etaphieloheravelste a cohateltens (ay oleh eters Stee eae oferta ant ahi steres 473 
1862, March 10, declaration between France and Great Britain respecting the inde- 
pendence of the Sultans of Muscat 


English translation ..... os a eleiscen seston ache RisYasebaaner tetera eters nlnlsiete eietateveleieterers oer Sas 103 
ISTeENCHtEXEE rn crcelrssc cnsleloies sieeve vaste aier tr aue Varereneofela ccear seas a SEA be i) 
1890, July 2, General Act of Brace “for the saneicadon an ‘is Rirican slave 
trade 
Englisho translation 25.0 si. cc's: < cles ors etaiste veletelevelchatstetei ele sa sie Stalere Satectieke es eure ese 104 
Hrenchye textaiesis scl: verssvne ee fcceratent ete ovelaidsire eel ipetewatera 0 battles ic onieehes datthaeant 1 ATA 
Arbitrators 
Fuller, Melville W., British appointee............ FECT O Ao Onckeriooes 2 93, 95, 101 
Frammmasch sy Ey euvipires vdcleraesciseisiracecese Abe war Riecareyerelcselersverete tetereter eye . 93, 95, 101 
Savornin Lohman, Jonkheer A. F. de, French appointee.......... Stora coeeeeile 93,95, 101 
Award of the tribunal, August 8, 1905 
English official translation........... SOR IOLOT GUD OOOO SOOO Sietonavew reo lalehos ochre a 95 
Final conclusions ....... wtb tirana Sto were wise ee Frooties Sieleietoteleysrepere Shu bist misaeratw heels . 99, 100 
Krench) (texte massless e cele a avaraielateha satis scot raeiee te eu eurica anh, aheb alere (ohare Weare eRe che eneteee 467 
GCapitulations” <n.% ds. ciewiee se rare 3 alatelentueld eran A EK CRS in Siatererecde as qerteeceRl ue 93,99 
Flag of France, sieht of Muscat ‘Dhowe UO AY, Fu ose) sxcrsrertsssereier ais: ais cecevaravetereberatelelteh et alors 93-95, 101 
Jurisdiction of the Sultan of Muscat..............-. SOS Sata A Stor) opelare © ater cnee era 94 
Origin\vof Gdisputey tiny sat crs eeecier aieve oipVahatiateten snare Cleateienoaai exe eer recon rao. 93 
Ottoman laws involved....... wdihs: Bens sia Braievace apetere mie hs SOO sialln igh onelelaislencvettees Ay 97 


INDEX 651 


PAGE 
Ouestionse before mthemtriburial ss sas. gecrer<ieleavn wate 's <isiare » ERROR ee 95 
SS VILSb Us Meee fe satire) steiner ere et MR NIele eee HIRES SIGN oie Wes w eisie Gre crave w ihe can BRA Me Ae 93 
Tribunal 
CTO | HERMES NG GSA Se OE ane een =e eat ee eee Eo 101 
IMRT VES ©E CAPSS SOMO SEO OOK GCAO le ICE Tek eI In rn ee Se OO eg es 102 
WeROCCOUTC Meet atareict ovsiersiais micro Ro oVois Sieveiss Seieee ieovs evele 5-0, o/cie-w 4. ais BE ware Oe 102 
BOGGS OTIS PT eeeR SE arse siersiay Seer oi ote. cictae o's cls) sl eYove ashen oie wiva'S oiela/ delle lela cio og a 93 
Netherlands, the 
Arbitrations 
Island of Timor Case (Netherlands vs. Portugal)..........ccccssecccccccceeevecs 354 
Venezuelan Preferential Case (Netherlands, Venezuela et al. vs. Germany, Great 
SCE UAIIN STAG wD CALY,)) accesses ob stas elcretate’ oceterenen sicee te rake oie a soto CUahSLSs alas ahcbntatee le actuvicnells athslent 55 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case (Great Britain vs. United States) 
Agents of the parties before: theiitribtinall: savcee sisi idls siercis islets stosevelel eleva sanealals eters 153, 155 
Agreements forvarpitration, Janaary 270190955, sete sisiesleias.ccistercinis «/eibidie-es aveceeltiiclee 147 
Supplementary correspondence of January 27/March 4, 1909...............000-- Zip 
Agreements, other 
MS des MROCLODETE COs AS EICIG 9 Nayar a\ ofa: of dates a) sislajovle:'sevoyeve,cveteve. ole 6: 88Rw a. oteteteis > eievcictovh iste 141, 147 
LOOSE OCtOber: 6/855 WO ses; VIVE AE Lois'e sic'cis hele w wine since 6 010) shave a\e sole si binye Bre oieieraln ele tetera! 208 
ROG SEDO DET 4/05, INODUS  ONUEUGL © aiai0.:0: 015/00. aio1 oie: a)6ik7e 46 oJe-8) 6.418 0 sein ENG, veteuebomacetgie. 212 
BOOSEY 19015 /23; MMOGUS: TSU CNOE: orereie, <:oteisie ain ies Btsiejalare Seles wieterelsrsve Gieteweies Sire aetetelene 214 
1909; July, 22/September *8, modus vivends q oicciew stisiseivieiee wees tis vsisiele vse ciniveees 220 
1912, July 20, agreement adopting recommendations in the award............+.-- 221 
Arbitrators 
DAP, LUIS: WEALD foie; aro, co ooig ls eeielolsiaVelela D oiele late lore alehivars¥e,<ialealertaeuldstuee 142, 155, 193 
ALZ Pate iCu we OTM CHATICS 1.00 cops nie «121s /elahclorn)s sl solierere's, sins al cker aichele) slat wisheieietseraietetele 142, 155, 193 
(Coy, (ESO Goel Se: Peet oe DU CORA CRUD S DOC BORE O OREO O COR Tamm onerers cco dc 142, 155, 193 
ieammasch: nH. Presigent. OftUl tLIOUN Al o;o.50;clevo, cists. s, 4, sioisye'vie.0/ Geren eidie osiapeiece 142, 155, 193 
Saverniowlonmane  JonkNeer Ag iP.) Gs cee sicia:sidis cls.oye'e's) o's els ieysie) vie ale ey steis sreietels 142, 155, 193 
PA WALG sOtmtne LtTIDUN Al +1 SEDLCIMDET, 457 19.1 0 eie ois ve poie sisin%e aversive. bore: sied eave a (al-o sun) «cette eee 146 
PISSENCLOT EMIS le rawO) OF) CUHESELON Sie ce. c.e-0'e/ «1a sp010)'s cisieeieie) o/0) yvarelesaloelave! paises ekelans 193, 195 
Final conclusions on Question 
eats se de eae ots! evonsiein ols isus tes nusacseks goon’ sul on8ie (axuus 134cheio.s)auerta]s, ejaroverajeceiavera loin Oelee ee 172 
HA odd SO ORC ONO DN Tee IOTSOeS Ne (choua foratereihotoray crete cavelsi sie vars leletrinte Cimiale\e's eteretstete foetal 178 
EF MID ca clicrelt tac Usic orci ni sie ani a1 5 {3 tela (o see a aie.s eats wis etersvots Yb le le: ofan oleeten ne ta Re RIS ER are 180 
ANG ero oie sisi teisle o oiale Sisbarsee sieisie ss Galle vaywha\cistiatalesetcte moo iain teeta! e(aiere ee iale eeubsinte cvheiorapete 181 
Be re eee alee ore evesevelollel isis overt sles ie ave.0.6-eeloisie.& uo) aagiaere Masao age: oielie eshte 187 
@ nadiccS ea deho so 6 Oipue deco eco JOS DIGCORGE OS ARE CAUOGHAA naires ccucns aeons nor 192 
WP ER GOURD OCC COCO IOC O wintoiin Widiarpiaa sie.e lakes lapaiuieTute’s 0/a's(@ a5 Ce ele oes MIN sau ae acts 193 
RECOMIMENCASHOUS ETON ENE PAThiGS's ocis icine. c:c\ais :crsyorciclaie #18 e efeus/olaiele aroteve stare vere ral ave crores 173, 174 
Bays, creeks, harbors, etc., limits Of..........-ceesceserecrcceeecscoccsees 145, 181 et seq. 
(CEE AOR. EBA BBO AGRO BUDA SOO TERIOE NT AOI C0 CHOO O ar ABO COR Hr Kin cartoon mba ao 167 
Contentions 
American, with regard to Question 
De ec ies ciacicisie Word aie a Cece wets ees esees ye 156, 158, 159, 162, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168 
Pe pith peat aOR IOC ROI CRAG GOOD CHOC OCIDOD SOD ATCIO RO ORIEL CAC RINE eE Rico OCIA On iaG 176 
Be. duae ot8 cc SORE aR CANDOR ST BOO BES BRE RRSGRRn Ene area ners 181, 182, 183, 185, 186 
ee soiree cre eval ial ave ntoie a sib: as letsreislsiahais a okess20 Wve evete io wlalece Sreteis sate: ale 190 
British, with regard to Question 
Sb noacavaono Abs OOOO ROSCA CO IOC DOOCIOU OE CiCCICO CIDE RIOR COI IORI NACL Rye 156 
Ee a tees ctelc cistel cl oidis\e)dlstale/atare ea elsssieisleie Sie d)e'ecels Glare se ei n/eiee 177 
et Te ST AM el olaie ies She sreletsia as ic\eisisisie sale (cielo e\eiclorese el sfe'eiee*eneipisl 181 
Se ate a ae ore relic ca cekolclels olels sisters, sisumielale svete ele) sete siete wlesss ele onolels 190 
Counsel of the parties before the tribunal...........eseee cere cere reer rene renee 153, 155 
Dissenting opinion of Luis M. Drago on Question 5......+.++sseeeeee sees eee eee 195 
Fishery commissions 
British-American Commission 
IMAGES ASeir nob cisonedoGd a0 ODOR CON CODOTLOO ODO SID DMICID COCO CO MUCrn Or Cink orion mG 150 
151 


Expenses .....eceeeeeree GOGAAHAROUUC DODD DUCT COO DOSE Ue DOnOL Upon sunaroJjonor 


652 INDEX 


PAGE 
Members, expert specialists ......ces ess esreseccsererave Sicisie etelels dotele ees wae 150,173 
Permanent. (2.026 «ical suuieterttaletelscece eretons sia te aioe eel aiaiate tel ccallote: oveLete ai evsveyatonelic ered chee neRetete 176 
Ganadtan+Comimissiom pric ststeeiteiel civiserendioaiaiaaierete iia. eireveral aterayelel evens Vehevatovnis:evaele a] Semetemme 175 
Newfoundland. ,Comimissiony “sec cies cteresieratel lara oie'ateio/oielalelayesiaid = ol ec4le te etelate ol eeeteeatettets 175 
Fishery regulations 
IB ritishiy wavtermaterveierele Rusia te la/arevetoentiete SAE eats Evsloreoty everoo s-a0el ovoid o, sscretoiesteoreeale PCr. 161, 174 
Ca nadiga sy. 6 Ssie5 nies etacep sins eravene avctereelevore ievniay stoke lovols alle ae ovo eaiote’ stare er aasiaienei mel shake CaanSeene 174 
Newfoundland) isic senses os PARES ORR OREO Bier avars le whe callara lobo eilers cole eypinacssiahckereracerst citar 174 
International servitude, doctrine of...........++.45 ice Si Sholove.eid areie Malers cee Mate Peete 159 
MiapSige scien sisels Berar stevens cove slat efattvereicenlsteusyoree bancoeete we erevetetesatecelecarsajsiersveusretexeterore opposite 194 
Memoranda 
American memorandum of September 12, 1906.............-eesceeeee Sie haseravercdettats 209 
British memorandum of September 25, 1906.............++..% fete se\eichonsss aibee Siok ens 210 
Origin (Of Mdispute psrete vo seis sere fale elas ieee raletate Das eles aur iar alae deb laiava ous eif'esaye aiviole.cVategeeerteae : 141 
Questions before the tribunal 
1. Common rights and liberties in fisheries; justification of the parties...... 142, 148, 156 
2. Rights of United States inhabitants to employ persons not inhabitants of the 
United States ......06. ey eoe el atalleh ttae\ a PER apy sais CAH cb SRA OIG Or 2 144, 149, 176 
3. Liberties of United States inhabitants te be curtailed by payment of harbor 
OB WOCRET = GUS ELCep rciotcnevorauareverove¥ariene asafeohn toy sierateversysyarcte\eleenerehetele, atevel a aievatate 144, 149, 178 
4. Restrictions of privileges of United States inhabitants with regard to shelter, 
PE PAILS pow CLO coreyere laxel ale! oraesse" axel sear atexor elo elaiale remreeee Beles a ereeiailecsiaeete o eWefopete aioe 144, 149, 180 
5) Limits of “bays, creeks), harbors; wetc-waevore vrs) <10 +, ofoce meray Meletare eietereietn oienoetnsyane are 145, 150, 181 
6. Liberty of United States inhabitants to fish off coasts of southern or northern 
Newtoundlands orMagdalen istands:ieicce scenic ti clevoletsl shel ote sesreletelare iene a eterst 146, 150, 190 
7. Commercial privileges of United States fishing vessels on treaty coasts...146, 150, 192 
Resolution of the United States Senate of February 18, 1909.................0200- 219 
Territorial jurisdiction in regard to bays............ siarévrecenak SHOR EHeHeGTe) TERS a gale ara aR 185 
PRY O- S037 ube t2 Ea: of oof over ote oh ay ah sols oxa}cysl o¥sxsvejarsuacarbyohated Slayakorevalcnexeve c¥oraterekataer aie er eaetets 181 et seq. 
SyllaasMbayere teva stevstetchkeyeioh ol evsleketers.crsver svar oa? oneso) oven OS Arete letpete lstaleyahe Aa sicy OES bE Med cht 141 
Tribunal 
Competences caisialasiecys ern fan wyadiar chess loreiaveterenelaete Dik eats: cfolete me eleotoht onsets HAE ire apiece 148 
COmpOSitiOn ia.cesciciats sic alec cabovs Siar: nreleisiceioje wuepecosthete ten alets  tetonets Sa elets Ls Cdavale: oats Renae 151 
TRE Rear et ge: ID OO TIO OLD DOGGIE OO-0 DO TOEOTIO. Cloke: 3: sis he ot ate/el MMe ROT eTELe oteret erste eiefel staves SS 154 
INT Setixi mien: cis svsarelo aes ve tavetorssoiatstejoss tomate o7eVsie,leheneitereite Infislatoleanrerctalensfelatet eter Tualateve Racha caneaeaenetenG 153 
Proce dtr hes sicveietere 09) «,craveveusltelolcasal-arlais ip) oveveley ciateretaveve tarsi oth ais ate Si oia lausia Stel aretainineietera aiskerstuane 152 
Recommendations to the parties....... Sabra ease averier atenartay atehal eracteralets Aig elslatein eu mise a Lathe anh Ta 
SSCS bea Gomes euee siavavelezkts Sakon ete eeovere Rietetts coke erik mi inin) Seayavar oroterehal at elolatera letacaionl ence 142 
North Sea or Dogger Bank Case (Great Britain vs. Russia) 
Agreement for inquiry, November 12/25, 1904 
Englishy translation’: ©... 2/<,«.. <i) stsjeisseeleioreisuers tl sialeie o's ocelsueieletormnctetets sista lsvalsyartheishekers incr’ 410 
IPrench etext csctie class cele anes SSnvacnioweicne ote si ei omteuniey encom ol wer < euaaaeee No 614 
Supplementary protocol of Noveinher 12/25, 1904 
Englishiitranslation! swe sles eels Riciaiele areceeataaenaie sieieic ohtuelre ea isleverelereleiekellsl ate mehoveie 412 
ren text olcans tence piviersvalerevereeralelete erettinte eialeleedere oun. Walnialens pisrate:eletarevtiate & 615. 
Aldebaran, the, Swedish vessel fired upon by vedul of the Russian squadron a Retteiacete 405 
Bakan, the, vessel which warned the Russian squadron of the proximity of Japanese 
tonpedosaboatss s.:c eae agretcedsi sie siecle. sa esie nee Maia te Se NOT ee ae tie poe a ee One 404 
Commissioners 
Beaumont, Admiral Lewis ........... aystatsus syste ete cues ete i sini a's vn Gl aiehaueesocevemicieme eigen 410 
Davis, Admiral Charles Henry......... wavets ceade cere atareterakote PEE OTe Re ee che 410 
Doubassoft;, gACMIrals cocci cchenetatnloreltictete weitere ene eiare te eto Ve Mets is is asthats: «cen nae 410 
Fournier, Admiral) Yee ceiec crus Bes crore ids dharcetsy Bie exe Yonuvar tienen suite ker cheter siplereiere te rere acre ere 410 
Spartina A daialy har concore.cejelevs, syare sen opeterercseleere eee e Ricans cov ai/e ere rezereiovetes Tere ronen ener OER 410 
Commission of inquiry 
Compositiony 24 sven oitore:cie ate miste Paint Race etn heen sv ep erena Fie BiG otis pave wiiece Gucme tere 411 
EXPENSES. “yy a ans ntact: cane Sereier Ae asereNent ier erences Mae ayetaiars oe aisvacneh Sc eve eakeuene rele eaieetietee 412 
Meeting 2 \iiaisinetsvents ab jaye/'sne'(enss eve pie'p. evela nie ole ie 8)eieuel el'eiel etal sy al gyetertysbaneck ss leRhG tance tel cree rae 411 
ProGe tires 3355: 0:s cue, cuefuleelere deters seas ansrsiets armietets tele tokea tele cetecae hae aeae nn at smeche ) Lk 
See stonis se a nina ievevveiews svat etewrantic eee aOR EROS avs & Shevahos sieve corrvels Bisbiioie. coe Ge coy efleynca Neve reneren Re 403 


Dogger Bank, “fishing ground of Hullitrawlers- en vaccine commen eerie note, 406 


INDEX 653 


PAGE 

Hull fishing fleet 

ocatvone .nesc ss Mcterere evens Re tietie sites eV alavets Wr sin bo €19" 8ioiave engi aler mtavesaeeeNare ame Ietatate Orie 410 

Mistaken for Japanese torpedo boats and fired upon by Russian squadron....407 et seq. 

WDRMALES Br. onlne rc nitces Licence Makeee ce BGs SOR OTT CO aS nen arid Roisin Guys 408, 410 

Killed and wounded Saettiareys Male cleaners AosacooGEnee Mieitela eUstaze love acouatert ae aerapenbra beanae’ 408, 410 

Naval regulations observed by......... BIE RSI Se ERS aE bh BARE saan hy Neetete es 406 

Vessels of the fleet....... efecekei ss hast 01s aTaLULa FN el aiisecticte te diprGheis ayateele) coe RE tera Sale Sieteacs 408 
Japanese torpedo boats, rumors concerning............... i. s;0) suohe aber cite eke sy ener rmetet tere 404 
Questions before the commission........ itsa eepter ase abe w aeaKe ew thereat OOM te tS 410 
Report of the commission, February 26, 1905 

Bnglish atratslatiOn cscs weccre oe wess cieiece aapeier avecshe nike cvaieeGetace: ace RA Moro OOO REO 6 404 

ISRENGH LEX erssereusisvsre cn aveceinie eee HOSEA OS DOU Coe EE OUE DU er ac Sapte sOMeP area ata, HOS 
Rojdestvensky, Admiral, commander in chief, Russian squadron......¢.-.....eee00 404 

Orders (Of ej. Blatsia a rekeve ters a yeharcia¥aneys wevensvens seisteie ave Biatelsae lolehe wm ieatkeiate vistelalt he.a. cee 4045 400% 407) 
Russian squadron 

Coaling at Cape Skagen..... Pass ee seas ae OO OE DOCU OIC CTE 404 

Warned of proximity of Japanese torpedo boats..............+ Hake plea warce’ eae 404 

DEERSaIe TON rar Toast ra, «, vsjcrevaloversicvaisvatevesieneyai chorsxsveatevere ab aysneranttr carats Sey OTe 405 

Mistook Hull fishing vessels for Japanese torpedo boats and fired upon them....407 et seq. 

WESSEL O Sete POGUA GE ON: Het cratereterccc ihe lareiaieys-ehutsuslanvesyetareveravsne layed, oiere loro ebetereele, Uieit eater eats 405 
SVHADHST Une crecics(s © Bieter e exsieie elles slave, /erestialerevss Saab Selah ow doisabelee as shotcr aeke eveuase oi se 403 

Norway. See also Sweden and Norway. 
Arbitration: Grisbadarna Case (Norway vs. Sweden)....... Reais ba Sais sicbiientevas sue 121 
Nufiez, José R., signed additional articles of Grell concessions contract, Orinoco 
SO ECi AEN SIT ICS OTT ATL YB CASES uehelaiorayareveVerodolorsterevolerausisiers srs )ens)ave creBerneleieee BAC ASR Te 260 


Oldberg, E., Swedish appointee, boundary commission of 1897, Grisbadarna Case.... 137 


Olsen, Hroar, Norwegian appointee, boundary commission of 1897, Grisbadarna Case.. 137 


Opinions 
Bainbridge, William E., in original Orinoco Steamship Company Case before claims 
COMMISSION “OL —LOOS) avers 's oreo eine laleleloie aibie erste Soa Pa ie asi BGI tc VO Note cso teies STM 240 
Dissenting opinions 
Drago, Luis M., on Question 5, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case............ 193, 195 
Motono, ‘Itchiro, Japanese Hlouse: Tax Case 2.1% .ciec:coe' 0 sieges eine ene ealsieeiaiar 84 
Grisanti, Carlos F., in original Orinoco Steamship Company Case before claims 
commission of 1903 ..... deat rencts torerata latetebe erase i derdlons TeFaeteye wis te CRE Boo Bcd ho ctasy Manic 243 
Wadsworth, William Henry, in original Pious Fund Case’ before claims commission 
LMU SOS Melsie seis icc ebiare ows (oie(e: oie, s's Jas 0 P ORS ACEP ICN ROG NC ROBIE OR AD ORI NG 17 
Zamacona, Manuel Maria de, in original Pious ‘Bund Case before claims commission 
OL Maier rale disc) siete ore asa owe sas sin els 5 SORSOCRIOR 0D OURO GOO DO oaU idveveteceietsr edi sne 22 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case (United States vs. Venezuela) 
Agreement for arbitration, February 13, 1909 
Tig IS Ie tO KG Wa essioyiis ors a 018s SOO RBIOO MO Oe RTS WIRE: oti cee atone NS : F 235 
SSNahistcext es vctecsis ore 6 cis er6 StROCRD GOLMAAL IOD vente Ae et ohaces ceerap ate ararere tet ea tarane 508 
Arbitrators 
Beernaert, Auguste M. F. ......... RAOZICA ete SAMOA HDR ODL R chan erties Rievetehates ae 227, 229 
Lammasch, H., umpire ......s20ccss0es ar ira aistare Recisvctsy oioteretalt oneiel aneie e etery 227, 229, 234 
Quesada, Gonzalo de ...rccsscsccccevsncesccens ARNO OCIOC RO ig yaten eave erate saute 227, 229 
Award of 


Dr. Barge, in original case before claims commission of 1903, February 22, 1904, 255 
Tribunal, October 25, 1910 


English official translation ........ RA ORR Rails ee eae a biove oie. Woe siee erage frontiers 
Final conclusions .......++.++ Ae BOO DEOD OOOO DOO CIO OOD ODO DUROTAR ICE: 234 
French text. ...scee0es cocina Oe Aseaene EY eecv ite ale.aiote iets eisiece’ sresneve oyetent Sot 504 
Civil codes 
French code, Article 1690 .......+eseeeeee BA GOR CECH EOI OU CART KG Sib uses Se 
Venezuelan code, Articles 1496, 1883, TOSS ew cincidimenciascereen ots yusitinlirelele Kelaiers erase aon ZOU. 


654 INDEX 


PAGE 
Claimant, the Orinoco Steamship Company ......+++seee- Sioveleze efeisselopectstetcee caer eferemens 227, 236 
Claims commission of 
EB 6G) se cesiekolosierttehe, ottloverere eee Mare tatetenate erates o¥e SAO AICIn DOD US WaMaisicae eats ae patetat 236 
1903 (see Venezuelan Preferential Case)......- cece creecs es eeseareerseecssrcns 230 
Commissioners 
Bainbridge, — Walliam” Be yiiciaieicrers) ciel siciornorvielorcrcvniclaly veielssibte Se ole mide eee dere otteets 240 
Barge, Charles Augustinus Henri, umpire ........0ceeecccececccssrscssceees 255 
Grisanti,, Carlose Eitrs oiccccclcieris tie atetsieletetlthel leretcleye sl etelerery AD AD Oi AOAC 243 
Claims convention of February 17, 1903 (see Venezuelan Preferential Case)...... 230 
Decrees, Venezuelan 
1S93, July Ue Articles, Uo secre ctorwse)eleereievateiesevetnye’s ore! oy stevaiie/eteiel sxeieretegounlefereVaRctatbevartt efern fever 253 
1900; October (S) Articles (155 2 wareiccrclsjoreieiajeie'sia¥+ialisselers\olsiehs cielejaiwieseielolelciexateleeiave(s eletels 254, 261 
Financial code, Venezuelan 
DAW PU XVII PATTICION Uo. sister ace sccleteve miele jolalaye osaloiareleie seieieletoleseVeratate imtaheleb lease rsiaie s1ateeeete 248 
Daw XXXiipeATtIClEs ol 9) Os. 1 2-, aleycrcice. oi cvera’si orecalye lal sieved eisle)olieletalcveieie’ clofels\cieteeetiereiatetaverets 249 
Grell, Ellis, concessions contract between Venezuela and...........-eesseeeeeeecees 258 
Opinion in original case before claims commission of 1903 of 
Bainbridge. s Walliam ies oie srelre:ccstole ons erarenapetejeiedternyshelelelataiereleictsletalecstecct Neteiey cielo ctalatateae 240 
Grisanti, (Carlos eB . G5oc..eienis wlstevsle Sieevans are sceretalelolete ecaTalove eteteravatel stave sterete tcoha tole heaters 243 
Originvot thee] army 2. aserexs(oisieiereieleloie:cfejeis oleielelsisie cle/clelajeis|oialesledateve tafalwitlolojetereia sara /ataiciere 226 
Orinoco River 
Monopoly -ofsnaviga tion oc iise sesiels craleys) ciotels) lot elsi siete visiesete) e etcrarsistel + @ ctatstolstaleieterste aietatale 253, 259 
Mg titled tsccom eect siererene cee ctecsers set notetretste ers aye te STS eae taieve: ob elebosD shetanct ortave sooteters: o aPe 254 
Orinoco Shipping and Trading Company 
Claiine oer en ek ona e ae one er tian ee oe ee 231, 232, 233, 234, 244, 256 
Merged into the Orinoco Steamship Company ........eececccccccecccesscccesecs 240 
Possessor of ‘Grell, Contract: (.c:01.re.0%s:e.01cvetavess.ereiesesaisvee sete eteyeiershettele a leyttatclereteretelorereieratereie 241 
Orinoco Steamship Company claims submitted to the 
Claims commission of 1903 ......... Cela aie vie eWhereteypids sieleretaeosl ae eieisvels ab 4 aelcraate 227 
Tribunal for reexamination ........... DORI RIO CACHO DICE EOIRCIC:dies Si lston croc ei OIE 230, 236 
Questions *beforesthelitriburial i.5. joivsjacs olin sho We a oleieioisiule’ oyosollearorersi ¢ ela ale teleretersicrer ee beeerets 229, 236 
Secretary Of tuestripinial: civics stetlaeccisiels/e sieieture eraretersterstercts Rese ee Gieetem sella eee etches 234 
Sylabusmec cisidaceatec teins cee sielevereqetowlnisleleicjersreiera stelle efelare aueve ever antec tseretclt etersene heen 226 
Tribunal 
Competence: onc gins lorena oa ora aisiasnic alerts el ole)o otelalaleloi otelaie oars alaleco revere aie tele eeeaiare 227, 236 
COM POSsItION ere releiels ole lare cate rele aPecaielsterarctoisieleierete ereiateleee Valve ete. ucts baa Meletolfermaraternteite 237 
FEXPCTISES | ©-.¥.'0.0 le ates cre'laeleveratehe er a olnte, arc fiataperetaciatecefete c sWintel oleleteletew clesere nanel egstelece eevtentle 238 
NBC SoY-a Ff e Ey eR OAISI DOUG SAO US TOUS OTZS c. AG ao tie 1d Wrayace lets eietellerGahexe c¥cieieteiererctoroeters 237 
1 CT SONOS DOO OOOL CO! IO COG plcistsrel« relara dain dia lereigdtelerw eal ciel te slate Sate rcie eters 239 
PrOCOAUT Ok .cinisien cinicle wave vieletanciasteacioatecela AEG cio OE ee) Ore eA 239 
Seasionsiiassccrasite ose ote telatalohe cltterete fetereleciete qoortot POA DS COC OCR en a ccteinyetenis 227 
Pacific settlement of international disputes. See Hague Conventions, etc. 
Pefia, Dond Gertrudis de la, founder of the Pious Fund, Pious Fund CaSe........ 39 
Peru 
Arbitration: ..Canév.aro Cases sates ostinivteis nies & sce siadmrsieinis te nv seis neuer oetekoreiey tenance ee 284 
Peruvian laws. See Canevaro Case. 
Pierolo, Decree of, December 12, 1880, Canevaro Case ........... aieahelatce he estinvene aan P teed 
Pious Fund Case (Mexico vs. United States) 
Agreement for arbitration, May 22, 1902 
English) text 05.0 Wi iiaalarsrecetecs Pin suciatarsta eure mmareiics alarelare icicle Seem See Seas ata alot 7 
Spanish! teXta crise siete clelotne's ee wererevervieis clareiers etal AGEABHC ex ehdsaerssmvonayel a bubeaPaapcl ata Secits 432 
VAN AUIETES: can carscaccectiece cries oes me Cumlern eave isk Macias BAe rd 3/a:9)0.0\e\afeyelaleie\s etaters ole een ico iaylO) 
Arbitrators : 
Asser, l. M:C.;, Mexican ‘appointee .mncminnce on cueeene apes olaveitse wisielertesti siete sibisgete Bens tet) 
Fry, Sir Edward, United States appointee ........c.coeccccccccers RES ao CHIL 


INDEX 655 


PAGE 
Martens, F., United States appointee ....... OE CEN Oe Loctec hor one Bonds 
Matzen, Henning, umpire and president of the tribunal ........... MaMa ferets aaaiae 24,7 
Savornin Lohman, Jonkheer A. F. de, Mexican appointee..............0.- ena 2,4,7 
Award of 
Sir Edward Thornton, umpire in original case before claims commission of 1868, 
Wovembersd) 5187/5) cscoc-,oicaisivis ots Br OTIC TRICE UIC EOE Sénies sobete oe 48 
IAmMeNGIMENt te = «5c ote ele. 0. 05.9 0;0. 016 6:00 SB DSO OD OTCAORED Ao ben ie Rinixe seh, amie tists Neraers 53 
Tribunal, October 14, 1902 
HSselishwiranslationicr aie ui.c/e clean Ses wines oe oun tiarciore «tee Rakes autos Ea tpastales 3 
PUTA CONCIUSIONS a rcuiercroe sce ewe aoe. a foeettes eaialia aka srehene oversee cist ia Suclartents 6 
TENCE COKE yenie ga tacs 'sleesece. seater ometaioictets OCT SOC EOP CRRE FO OLR TOC erred ree 429 
Claimants 
Alemany, Joseph, “Archbishop: of San’ Francisco ss.s.s sc 215.0006 0,0 6.040 oS 018i0h pais o/ivale: ele 7,48 
Amat, Thaddeus, Bishop of Monterey..............005 fos cumiog ot: Lava taia to vaatsv sia capers 7, 48, 53 
Claims commission of 1868 
Commissioners ,.......... ROSSI OU DOOTORBOAR OR aGON ar eee ees feuene leerel ops] nie eueje ters ey eretetos 13 
Thornton, Sir Edward, umpire ............. aioe Socal Sexceayors orstoraatercine.¢ 1, 2, 4, 6, 48, 53 
LV ACE WORCH VV 2ILIA Tt kT ONT Yar arc: czcie stor oe ore. os /aiclois ve sty aCe slo lclarsiewel eiswosintere cas Freaspege 17 
Zamacona, Manuel Maria de............ Ric Hevaatscoh bony RACE ROTRO OTIS TOTO 22 
Claims convention of July 4, 1868 
Fnghishitext: oe. 2 css «6 Pe ae wigieseevelesdats Aayels «6 @hfetw heated eee Sere Bie tara 12 
SPANISHLEXE! sas olcleieie wie) Saves Ran aS ec IG ROS TCHeD GarseroT SOROS OME O 437 
Opinion in original case before claims commission of 1868 of 
Wadsworth, William Henry ........... Severe cals Bieter tshoteoiye SOOO OUdOdGONe Onn 17 
Zamacona, Manuel Maria de......... Sialereisietotate ovens raletsia ches Moleyetcners DOOR ROOTS 22 
OrteinwoLectainy jacsra seis sctee\neiee Sis Uatace notane Weber ae ere oaks GOO OOS do Piate¥en Sergi dis 1 
Pious Fund, founders of the 
Aniage, Don Nicolas de............. SRO ACK CIOL ICES SOROS IRD OID OI croc Gu Co NOOO 39 
Borja, Donas Maria de... sees © Mc ecuieare es wens e lawresttes HOOD ESCO ctron Serle 39 
Caballero, Don Juan .......: Biecvaietare tintete estate atats cia corado Gc Riera aletetare ers ee salt ear 39 
Korres de Rada, Marchioness ide. eke ie soc wicicls es icie s sinte etinve slain’ nis aleiaisietere = creleiele 39 
Luyando, Juan Maria de ......... sere siecselasete AOS OUSOOOOOD OOO OI I00 O CLO TINT 39 
PenarmebOna GErtTwais (GO LAs ss isisiers{o1e/s) o.cisicyo.cie/eis-0%e.s)8 s"<\s,pieieleVais css; 6 Moreasiatelekeseciere ais 39 
Velasco, Don Luis de..... Sado OSdOOU Guan On OOOo Ridceiaceiinicte te sell SoOwaoROare 39 
Witham Ete tbe Man C1916 Ae a coer) aie otel eselelosaiel oye es 010) s/o susie ete. «-2)ehgara\'s ve) siavene\clecs spleen we cieis 39 
Questions before the tribunal ............. EE OCR ot Ooi Gane ee en Roa eee 2,4, 8 
CSM AE ICES ET ALS ADP LCA DUIEY] 5 ey ote: 55/6/57 eves ao) 1 or9) 0) <).815) 5, 5 isco Pies wleifale oleneielsienaaleiel iaueis .2, 4, 6, 8 
DOCletymOte Tests, maOnatIONS—MaAde tO ANE 6.0 seco cies oy 20,0100 00 ssoroiwis eis es zeke t foun koi these 1 
SSUELAD ISERIES Goo coils civ reiicieiels aieiotel <i «8.5. areleie \@ 0:0, AG OAD DEON BOD AC She jocerenecar tener Stale Vetaleie ae 1 
Tribunal 
Competénce .......c.00. did omorsounde SORASIOCOD ph exevefavel soi sisucesTarniateleievs Bievetaie iateiche 8 
Composition —<. es scc.c0s Brceicis (eve tuateleatae AEE a eenrehe Cue tere eee ace /acSaieystallenerelecaveie akatste ore) ais 9 
Expenses’ ...... 5 GOO 6 EMO nne SEO DG REIC ORO D CUI OG OCee a GL To ih iin Orenrve OG GORA 12 
TOG EYES CRE IOC OCC RIOaS soe aee ~ SOR ORCU OiMOS CCD OC Coe BO OC Bratale 12 
WPS CTE oiersy-1o10 le voie acto elaysssieis' «1% Mists sisictatsie cisiale ais Pocabeisie cise qUai(aretaGeiese fsa leveantiele s\ecezscate 11 
PTOCEGULE oii nreio-elc.6'e70 si 9 cai 5Oe SAO lalate sovetele 2 Pe POMS GE TESST On Op OR OGO ADOT 9 
SOSSIOUS tere otse ej nioia,aeielsie Shc ae Ue AD HOC MOOG Se Boe senenstahitelbtst ss saat eicd oteiece ‘4 2 
Planches, E. Mayor des, as plenipotentiary of Italy, signed claims convention of 
February 13, 1903, Venezuelan Preferential Case ......5.2ccccerseererrncencces 70, 73 
Poincaré, R., as plenipotentiary of France, signed agreement of April 4, 1912, 
GCarfhagerand Manouva Cases 625 vic6 coe 000s 100 150.008: o.clee.cn sinie oles 014 oiea.e.8:0leie.cieia 340 
Porras, Don Meliton F., signed, for Peru 
Agreement for arbitration, Canevaro Case ........sseeee ees eeeene et eerereeees 294, 295 
Note of April 27, 1910, Canevaro Case .......ccseseeeeccctaceewnce Ne seal aeer 296 
Portugal 
Arbitration: Island of Timor Case soe. cccc cc ntsc nn nem ences ta tcecccicise sper 3, 384 


Preferential claims. See Venezuelan Preferential Case. 


656 INDEX 


PAGE 
Presidents of the tribunals. See also Umpires. 
G@anevaro Case; Louis Renault( i252. 000). je ste ee Uittate clehe We ats olete eater terse 284, 286, 294 
Carthage Case, Knut Hjalmar echoed Wanimarekjald 60 PENS ka1 3295330, 9917336; 340 
Grisbadarna) Case; Jo As (hoe t aie ee cleiree Ethie iovesaudye ste Kouejausttekotetoud irseu sisyertaece phere 121, 1225133 
Manouba Case, Knut Hjalmar Leonard Hammarskjéld ...... A PO ieee . 342, 343, 351 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case, H. Lammasch ........ Soa Bawah cleretaate 142, 155, 193 
Pious Fund Case, Henning Matzen .......++++++- sboyalotansturelehlets siptateteletereteys Meee hoe . 2,4,7 
Savarkar Case, Auguste M. F. Beernaert .....-.c se eeeeeeee rece ceeeecee Fe re 275, 276 
Venezuelan Preferential Case, Nicolas V. Mourawieff..........+..+-- Ritits ees tarts 56, 57, 61 
“Procés-verbal” of regrets, May 29, 1909, Casablanca Case 
English translation ..... Be Re EOE RMA DPE DIE ee AICI reS Sirsa ate ace ecole bret 120 
Pench LOXCH aiereseis eivleleloicviviel elev alaietetaleteters TUES evn Hane alee nichole atte aerotes pO biowc 485 
Protocols. See Conventions, protocols, treaties, etc. 
Puerto Cabello customs receipts. See Venezuelan Preferential Case. 
Quesada, Gonzalo de, arbitrator, Orinoco Steamship Company Case........+..+-++: 227, 229 
Questions before the tribunals. See under each case. 
Ratifications of the Hague Conventions for the pacific settlement of international 
disputes 
WOOD I CONVENHOM deco cic « vicis oe mtaleNs taco cswieelia leva eVeceatlers Sia la/eietete eletasate whorete. alate ttete atatate Shoos cli 
1907 Convention ........ stile tu ontaloievel 6 <6 (eyo Pisweseud € are Wish aye whack 4. e ere tard ei eeetnereyale eee ree alae d ohm eRY, 
Reid, Whitelaw, signed, for the United States, modus vivendi of 
1906, October 6/8, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case..... salts oaey hehe st Aeareseetes le Ae Alyy) 
1907, September 4/6, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case ..........e.escceseeveees 213 
1908, July 15/23, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case ..........+se05- afatetatel oop ahetobenets 215 
1909, July 22/September 8, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case................-- 220 
Renault, Louis 
Arbitrator 
Carthage laser. cescisrmmc de ciacsiac netereslalsrclele sisieieve.d erere tie sain ereenereteeielaane tiers .. 329, 331, 340 
Casablanca Case 2°... Satine So ASisuaaE a Aisial chet e eee aateler mine auele hee aes Ss cereale ese eres 110, 111 
Japanese Houses Tax. (Case. vine pais te Cuties sraaiesne Sia guaunydiete of OoNelaia aye ook era tocalor eine 77, 79, 84 
MEGHOMOG = CASE p< has krelere tes wis! eto.e ates sree isvetes sterers PES ORI oe Be rt oe wiehere. «shee RO ea Oa: 
Savarkar Case sews secon ae esis Sern bie wig Riere My Sus fae, 8a exe aiRceh deere eEsTareUen Rc sieeve fol eactare Tenens 275, 276 
President of the tribunal 
Canevaro Case ....+.+.. rier heyalfetst a wceaytah sever etalersesayatalal wrehav tetas Sieketansieratersl scarcle siccenae 284, 286, 294 
Signed, for France, 
Agreement for Arbitration 
Carthage. Case ig os cits 5 sheets ou aterere ws RCT TOS bie ehave asta Miaherecavele: aisreuelQrene ‘: 338 
Mianoubaur Capen «car cnc sorte Ris eetia at eal eveneRAr CrensteMe chert a pieces PORE eRO CLA TI 353 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gawlots Cases .........eeeeeeeeee : Ra busine meets 421 
Definitive agreement of May 2, 1913, Tavignano, Camouna and Gantry Cases...... 421 
Reports of commissions of inquiry 
North Sea or Dogger Bank Case 
English translation ........... Woleseene palate tia) Hatanae aeretersts ecobavelelerenetever eveia tiokst's sehr chene +e 404 
French text nt wears a tentnele ale altevehelarete tes mare ekiieiets vi trere wwe Meeyoren eras onthe vie tia ee eee 609 
Tabular statement), Of4 ssc srclote. stathlatesatoleolelatetaleretursteteleetetenaiin e Nakerns, a.Clarsiaretel sie ie nererenctehre oe 423 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases 
English’ translation 70... .255-0. See APE bia uoigapecan sree as OES N RE TRI ee pilates kiero 
Brenchatexts siewiesrteiarete RXeiw DUstereterunntaneveretoreneie Saye: ayenal suerte a ratpuyiiengts, Gini s tsiateyelete +. 616 
Reservations to the Hague Conventions for the pacific settlement of international 
disputes 
1899 Convention enn cee meet Saisie citelshel eteteceteys ereraielomeerehcs siete Serene a nisiee eee ci biefers CLIT 


1907 Convention be ayetptate AG dette cv 


INDEX 657 


PAGE 
“Res judicata,’ applicability to Pious Fund claim............... Bist eR car Save geclie 2,4, 6,8 
Resolution of the United States Senate, February 18, 1909, North Atlantic Coast 
PISO LODE ASE eveh ss afer yelctay ence ccowere i rebsr oye Novamch eV ei sNG STS aE SION SPU MGT Aes -n co RaEG CTR 219 
Rey, Francis, secretary to the agent for Russia before the tribunal, Russian In- 
demnity Case ..... 5 SH OUD MOUS DOO ODO ROD Sonate a aiienlete hh eater date oon te Gea 299 
Ribeiro, Ernesto Rodolpho Hintze, as plenipotentiary of Portugal, signed 
Agreement of June 10, 1893, Island of Timor Case........... aohacsibin ce ei ei heres Coker Gu es 
Deciarationvot duly 1, 1893, Island. of. Timors Cases « ahs.sscses0, coe oicveierd eis sietosiac cree 396 
Ricci-Busatti, Arturo, agent for Italy before the tribunal 
Carthage Case .........5. St oo ee dou Aeon cite aiuarane State Gata suslelas si Dec ewivies hese epee 331 
Manouba Case ........ eievershe secs eanetBnaie su tn Gel ehsaszéels oie Buaneierateyers Savor og Spoon StaRiat: de ohecs ong eOAS 


Rieck, A., Norwegian appointee, boundary commission of 1897, Grisbadarna Case.... 137 


Rifaat, Pasha, as plenipotentiary of Turkey, signed agreement for arbitration, Rus- 


SlanmimGenimiey. Case verve sieitjs, siciavs ofesvainig eoslesal ear $ isis fenerrvanel svete soteked oteper deletes eieren ioe aise 325, 328 
Réell, Jonkheer W., secretary of the tribunal 
Carthage Case ..... i arc cattay Shales Nw tiga pShe: acaueXs rates ROOD OOD EAC OND OOCe . 6 cela RaxeTR eo fer Sass 336 
rispadartarGAses cicis she sicieis a4 0916) tele accue tao ieisie pise'arar exekenchereystons telat ajetite clas euete Pies keuriahane 133 
DESCENT. KCERS. SB cite BG Oat Oe Tia RCRD PICEA OPR LOI TOR CMC RII CRT ICICI yee aC re 351 
Red TREN MMT CLEA TE Yan (CASC45 61a pie oie) sinks aches ioceiee suars w Biers ’s ans Siovore.6 Sia oie sen (ove samepaaLos 299, 323 


Roguin, Ernest, counsel for Turkey before the tribunal, Russian Indemnity Case..,. 299 


Rojdestvensky, Admiral,commander in chief of the Russian squadron, North Sea 


ODMDOR Reis Danie (Case gaiicieis cis stewitiney able cee waielels SecA iatshhentookern MeMee vitaeicteters 404, 406, 407 
Roman Catholic Church of California, claims of prelates of the. See Pious 
Fund Case. 
Romero, M., as plenipotentiary of Mexico, signed claims conventions of July 4, 1868, 
MLSE AISI PC ASOT tae oi c's acot etal etal cake ere lerat a’ Sinise slshotole’ a’ais (atoletalote ete wietevele ce Cate Patios che Set 13, 17 
Root, Elihu, signed 
Agreement for arbitration, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case.........0s.+2e000+ ‘ 155 
American note of January 27, 1909, North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case........... 216 
Rossolato, Mr., special attorney for Russian citizens before the tribunal, Russian 
linyatanating CEN oo o0.diD Ono Go DO OROU COO DIOnIOc aOtOooG Rife, ols uate rat alove lenehckete areis a ecantirusvore 304 
Ruspoli, M., as plenipotentiary of Italy, signed agreement of April 4, 1912, Carthage 
veal Lue pete TERED: iil GAG Cn, REID OAD DIG IIE TO ICO RC PO Ai sclaies eeetarterers 340 
Russia, Emperor of, appointed arbitrators, Venezuelan Preferential Case....... 56, 57, 63 
Russia 
Arbitrations Russian Indemnity Case «.4..0 siccicec csc ews owrwiice sve ssesivacine ears 297 
Case before Hague commission of inquiry: North Sea or Dogger Bank Case........ 403 


Russian Indemnity Case (Russia vs. Turkey) 
Agents before the tribunal 


Gluset-tdogard, for DLUrkey. a. cmiecs cn. cmenses neste reve sns vere veensevns er sies 299 

Fromageot, Henri, for Russia ........cccsccenccccerccecccsercesrcessreses Saat 299 
Agreement for Arbitration, July 22/August 4, 1910 

English translation .........sscsssseees egcarels Siateroxoreh susie. aleve reveuseeaelereners sia eaatgenaiers 324 

I TEROMMECKE ai ireltieleleiolevsistars Sievaroivis oe S)ei¢ oti oys\e) e)eiee( one WereieLer Sic fee Cone ATE, ahve isveiel sve ete nts rene 551 


Agreements, other 
1878, January 19/31, excerpt. .... sees eeersen cere rete ere e nent tence eee n ee eens 303 


658 INDEX 


PAGE 
1878, February 19/March 3, preliminaries of ‘peace, Article 19.........-+eereeeees 303 
1879, January 27/February 8, treaty of peace, Article 5..........+eceeeceerees 304, 324 
Arbitrators 
Ahmed Réchid Bey, Turkish appointee........... i joraloyeyetepe evecee PCa ron oe oon 297, 299 
Herante Abro Bey, Turkish appointee............... shine. otets. Gree ee itashaae cis BAe APES) 
Lardy, Charles Edouard, umpire............ ede catenrenasdee ofeyafoveustale Watts eta rane 8 ka 297, 298, 323 
Mandelstam, André, Russian appointee............+s085 eettoneyas suauagatece er ema che ae .297, 299 
Taube, Baron! Michel de, Russiansappointees oe crete rlaicrs sic ciel ole sete) tient menstroantaee 297, 298 
Attorney for Russian citizens before the tribunal, special } 
RossolatoyeMircecteietel-toeetelertateiteietele DE Poste aie Mate eet Ae toys DEO Griconrocce we ewras 04 
Award of the tribunal, November 11, 1912 
Einglishtrans ation ici cractetiecie oleienata steele teletel ieKctetenntoy etetatetenate Si veatenstass aie wejaeree Salers 298 
inal tconclusionin.. cccnene sss y MAE Atee dia reales a elere Wet den aeadaiene alien alate awake sd eo Oa,tOZ8 
French etext raettovcinciceteisie steasileleietcteel carers SE Bro Oooo os ORO OS mc Sdavcstsyevak ves setere $32 
Claimants: (Rirssiansa ci1tize ws aye enereveroisvels aterteels alereateter= wie) rele tale leeyateterarelete sta fs 297, 300, 303, 304 
Claims for damages sustained by Russian citizens during Russo-Turkish war of 
VS77-7 Sete cletieleles LAs Shel sid tnaslel maine oem selene oars Sieratebercneletter talgreerapeo eS 00s SOSROOR 
Contentions 
Russian@. se. vs aaa te heel Tarane Saponeeeteuere Sreldie Maveistehere eal Sr Ralls ocacreareataletetone ates OO 
PATEK IS Wimeitele cia eietatevelelelctenctars at tioterstatoterete alatcetete rel stole we etshcte laretare SoOGOMOUN DON Siotereteione 300 
Counsel before the tribunal 
Hesse; André, for Durkey Guiscaccteletivciet tiers Velde Matec ticrerseretetets sale cveteteters SRESU RR, HEZOS 
Rogam:> Ernest; fors Lurkey: nyse cio ict e cke eioure ieee Hear wlaiehal eh hatanorats eteleeneiels 299 
Voussout, oémal Bey, fot) Durkeyins sos caele ie sv ieicteite aia igen ed oh averatex eV tmeie <Rehoroetee 299 
Indemmnities™,ceruiess cicreselel« a ito istiiel atanetenstotets Srabetcbaehs wid) otevelevelenerehonsiste- «eae hare 297-328 
Anterest=damaces irs s.cicers eialcces siete avcrcreversiorera cue ers wie iare ateiejora crete araieemre eteeiet tetas Dictate cis ohe 297-328 
Moratoryagatiterest iie.ler, o.- ercersneirisree te anecsusrdioce ts SGutO GUS ScdoA nenmodoon aut < 298, 305-323, 325 
Payments! ....%< aoncomolsonagos MOD SHOUO RDS GOMaG Fao. cicon ch ne 302, 305, 306, 307, 308, 324 
Origin wor cclainiiget i cjere test cera chelarstcusere etetorate ere atahetacan Wares ore SSR a eS arate 297, 301 
Ouestionsbetore: the! tribunaleicr: et eies Gerke srerarstelersievarerers otha e ere duo Gee sists OOy SOUP OLS 
Secretaries of the 
Agents before the tribunal 
Campinchi, C., secretary of the Turkish agent............ ahaiaye whstaje share stetrata craters 299 
Rey, Francis, secretary of the Russian agent.............. Stel rants andigratalar ears arate 299 
Tribunal 
Roel SJonkheer Wien wpeecsiseycis steric isthe oreds slayer Cacets siteveeatev els ete cee SOR EER) 
Verduynen, Michiels van .............. at's oul site yavevs:seyese cats’ aues cree tehare obomenranstete tetetaiaiete 299, 323 
Vilabusinne, sericea sta lerai siellefe'siotolelatelereiarsteirienersrenee ts ielaisveeyeeratets olor atta leoacoretebaccls eae Ne tate 354 
ribunal 
Competence ...... Bis arehte eer he so OR.carbico wit Je a Sie gi wlefernaler eee eee Bites 326 
Compositionc |. cicirsleciecmreriecrien ies ann oan anna Stes ela tale avecshelohe calererotsls petal aereece Baad ee 
MEXPENSES T aeteperensielstslerels ciexes eet tly alerskersterenare Cato e uidieriuctoas SO Gagtiab eine SPS 328 
Langdaven wacom cians cclas veces lente eee RAILORSA scala casita Heiaererererereere ahclets, eater 327 
Meeting. risvs instars opsiateccus wieierseierere sn cessavnoiepencvalorers weersiaimeraler SME SE cat hanes 299, 300, 326 
PEOCERGULE siisiareatevesiaieloferctere & SeoueEoasne eivuleete/Suetevehexole stoi overe feraa foes R. 2 299, 326, 340 
Sessions, (ascresecc or efalekeilereverelsielace/e: Grain) avelesate’s skeisaqatelars Waters miata Saxe nyela te arene teeter veers fe vere 297 


Russian Squadron, attack upon Hull fishing fleet. See North Sea or Dogger 
Bank Case. 


Sanchez, M. A., Grell contract transferred to, Orinoco Steamship Company Case... .258, 260 


Savarkar Case (France vs. Great Britain) 
Agents before the tribunal 


Crowe, Eyre, for Great Britain........... araterere heates SRST CORT Sees ee Ree eevee 277 
Weiss, André, for France.............. eaustuacereihs Pst POO RSouSaaat Es nacaierc pues here Tere 277 
Agreement for arbitration, October 25, 1910 
English: text "ai: sisi wciele ce ceeahete vers, ovale scare ater aeieretetenererehe tere sire caileve bene rons afore Beet yee) 
French) texts aiiete csc ueeet exsveha'e reteset ouenaValetenete Sern amiete ie whats Cee . Sees $19 
Supplementary notes of October 25, 1910 
English text? ., ccc ens cae setts eiclersscieGucteteiete SiRCMCUA sigiele: ove s Sucisieteral eens Steins 282 


Prerich) (text. sarsciseaeeirenre qlavete ote Seda aee DAT OR Ree aes ee icin) 520 


INDEX 659 


PAGE 
Arbitrators 
Beernaert, Auguste M. F., president: of the tribunal. .........0c0ccesceseescues 275, 276 
IDesantay Gord! | ica aces clce A Sincoornichs Rs ctake oranere statsters eisraievare olcve Tener sceresce eenenevars mat 275, 276 
Gram, Gregers ........ Rieiie es Senses esate Aa he rs Bye Ae Oe ee Tae eT Oe 27O 
Reniawtltqae LOUIS erasers cco s wiaieie evel eieero Moverenis oe eeeheie Siocon Rive Nelorerm oravelenacesisee lens 275, 276 
Savornin Lohman, Tonkhecr Av FE; de Se ei SMOG ae ees Re atieleare sles rece 275, 276 
Award of the tribunal, February 24, 1911 
English text ..... bercieee SENT OCS OE ooo GeO ASDC ORES ae area eee Sec RO EE Oth 276 
HIMAle CONCLUSION jae «csi she esi eters «i onske Sock aon Aatenarbal sumeta Vetere raseres Sais cosa ele ee) 
French text) <4 60 s.<acess CRICIEICOECIL O IIE LOT RICE ON RTCA ROR actenc aietiross-aibietorereieteraer eee 516 
Morea, the, British vessel hes witich, Savarkdarvescapedi:), dite <sneriok . carenes, cme 277 et seq. 
OLIGO LMGISPUIEGS fa olars ey aya cyareis aterave bichale ale aie tavele le clave oleate et laie.s avevereisvapaiettats« 6° MA Ooir he Leh 
Question before the tribunal............... Sribnodc alone 3. oretetate OCA Sea horses piter Sie 276, 280 
Savarkar, Vinayak Damodar, Hindoo prisoner on board the British vessel Morea.... 277 
PESCADC MELE OMUMEN OM VESSEL «(ere aicicioiniels sists ciele-siahe tale aitielete, sieleie te lees Ooheleas catinne 277, 278 
Atresto py Rrench police secs Jc cciccs cee sale css Sie ores eats esate eee aia ke eee 277, 278 
Retunwetosthe Vessel UDF ETeENnch (POliCeaic.c)s o1s, «(ece.8 we ssellacelsfe's.0) sa srapbloieie ds on, ase.srnae eo cers.e 278 
Demand of France for restitution of.......... Soh Co enearcee Pointe Neto seievere ei avernae 275 
SHAMEINES:  o Shoo dab aodU OROnOU Bibles OOD Jo bp DOO OT OGOOGE Ge On Onoe aie cig Siete o bea sinteceretee 280 
Tribunal 
Competence sietaie ones, sissies Seteiereeietatows SOOO DOO AL alevetecntarcare ele siete ep Slaistapatecels doing torte 281 
Composition ..... On ooe CORO OD ROe GOON COA COAT aster dnetoere teeters soreke overs 280 
AFSERSVE ETS SIeNlot e/a cyeiroxsl sieve rasa seuss ee) susie re ste svsnia/sts )0,(a16;0)'8,0: 3ace's, 8 a/a,0) Sistal a eia,e) ov srals se ales oreisleiaieters 282, 283 
anguage® Si. .0.. AOAC OC OROGGG PYorenaraets DOUIOM ODD OCOMOONG Senne isis BoD Homo Coon 281 
VLE SERIE y yetereiehe cha oictateWele aeiol level el cvaheva suaneie ratte cit hovel ais’ olalearavouveter en evate rater tecetorst a siehats Bil CA 
IPFOCedUEe, | cise 0 e1e< Jace CSCO COT ROD SD ORONO OCOOnD atahclersteletele wistalavsierererstere’ achareerd 281 
SEGRIGOs) fintiosnawnes aire (ara valelelalarehers fis isloves BOOS Fat PRIAOOS PRR EE ch Rretohertrev straits 275 
Savornin Lohman, Jonkheer A. F. de, arbitrator 
Were: ID MOLL os Aap oond Capo ComOne eelatetetetetefeteleteveteteters sees isabel Brea abo Sate 93,95, 101 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case.......... ehetoviakern tes (ate VoNe (a eVeNele oie setsre) oevetetevoiets 142, 155, 193 
PIOUS IANO MCASE. foisinteleielecs afels alee MelokotaValeValevatevaheVete¥eve!stels/evetetateVstatahels Soretara etree Sis ocak 2,4,7 
AVAL aT CASS | Valelalars-otsleiclots Datete evans are tarelotel ‘avetatee aPevaraverve cca evatarthaler cai cso. epttoetetatelalate .275, 276 
Schéning, J. M., Norwegian member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council 
to consider protocol of March 15, 1904, Grisbadarna Case........2-esseeeeeeee Aisa 136 
Scialoja, Vittorio, counsel for Italy before the tribunal, Canevaro Case............ 286 
Secretaries of the tribunals “ 
Réell, Jonkheer W. 
(Gilad NOS Varo canonoroued elotnoreis AO OLICHG a COL HC HOMOGE Can Rincerene tors eireres 336 
Grisbadarna Case ........ Bettas aalstbcteloienele! senfove elersherssetrs RUE RIA MOR ATC Raa Saco 9 ols! 
Manouba Case ..... as ete stats pectoto sista tole neo Nlolsieieyercs cajerers Seucnrets Be vescesa(elesttarstets 6 351 
Ravestam indemnity, Case eicicn + «issencytiete oe sieisre shores ewebetanovsiarg SOUnpenD One erro OSS OE 299, 323 
Verduynen, Michiels van 
CRE (CIT Aiggigd 0.0000 O00 CON OOO CIOEOOD BOD AUD cOT ke HOO jatele shexers pains Se Oe 294 
Cavinager Case. wean shiesise's LOS ACCC OC pasatenvene Fis wig rwitesose Walecer eaten 336 
Casablanca Case ........ SEA COOTORA OO sAnryooote can Sroiicejefe:ecereherclenele: Ava axetabeve 117 
Grisbadarna Case ..... Pieter ecoleve = orsye,sisresie atayever'se ¢,es5 Ge fereierefere otal ete Bs artiagersutyeatevoro fone 133 
Manouba Case ..... Bae Der cteauctarce oretavets) ete. sie' « alay dyalanclatsteys\elsiovs) scoters siehesevepeie Haw earenis 351 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case........ Bay evaHTte MUR I te oat le oie. o Matte tt iets os, ear ee 234 
Russian Indemnity Case ......... sjeicie.ncoarekiowton tonne hare Cerner ect ae s, Retainers ce 299, 323 


Segrave, Captain James, comunissioner, Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases.... . 415 


Selir, Conde de, as plenipotentiary of Portugal, signed agreement of October 1, 1904, 
Tsland of ‘Timor Case *..\...4. 0.0 Weise a dtRe veil elec Rael siaelaelarereierevare axecataretere wena, 400 


Seward, William H., as plenipotentiary of United States, signed claims convention 
of July 4, 1868, Pious Fund Case........++..+s0. Ao. cai ODO CICS CHE DOC.CONE Soca eye Y 


Signatures, Hague Convention of 1907 for the pacific settlement of international 
disputes ,..,...+++4+ Sado BOOT CUD OFO LIED OUTRO GLIO00 Oe ICT SURO CEO CARTES Siveisie’s cv 


660 INDEX 


PAGE 
Slave Trade, General Act of Brussels for the suppression of African, extract, Muscat 
Dhows! se Case, yidiisiere sreveqreuneeersvabareerel ceive! Revatoy Keller alien ves Siok; Gear Rb RIN ee Mites 104 
Sombron, Captain, commissioner, Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases...-....++-- 415 
Spain 
Arbitration: Venezuelan Preferential Case (Spain, Venezuela et al. vs. Germany, 

Great. Britain and! Ttaly:)iicsiacc acto are clevelors eieiercieitis ialeVelsnctatelchavele s euniele's[elel ste) ehrialattelal aye 55 
Spaum, Admiral, commissioner, North Sea or Dogger Bank Case..............++005- 410 
Sternburg, Baron Speck von, as plenipotentiary of Germany, signed 

Agreement for arbitration, Venezuelan Preferential Case........2-.2+-+eeseeeeeee 62, 64 

Claims convention of February 13, 1903, Venezuelan Preferential Case............ 65, 67 
Strugstad, O. S. J., Norwegian member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council 

to consider protocol of March 15, 1904, Grisbadarna Case.......-..seeeeeeeeeee 136 

Sweden. See also Sweden and Norway. 

Arbitration: Grisbadarna Case (Sweden ws. Norway).......-.ceceecccecceceeereece 121 
Sweden and Norway 

Arbitration: Venezuelan Preferential Case (Sweden and Norway, Venezuela et al., 

vs. Germany, Great Britain and Italy)........... seas SANS wheats’ s Hero ae 55 

Swinderen, R. de Marees van, as plenipotentiary of the Netherlands, signed agree- 
ment forarbitration, tsiand! of < Timor Case so chevsiersecyols sole jovelejerssatersiecbatstalsteratere Pe Binise. 
Syllabi 
GanevarGm CASE) aicnale starsie sv eveisreiary wie cacovshatstesevaleys ae seetors orueaienere ora (oafStseColenetns CR ae aToeS 284 
Carthage: Case) i reise. sielsje cre sierete OPAC DDO COR Oe OS Ot otc Riise (al et ctsKedbs «pots MaRS Cues oho aM, 
Casablanca Case ....... = aiehauatctt ote iatensbalekers Wereheier scat J ues}s (gis la7 siete ekoye cays te Ie RMN Sie aoe eter ¢ 110 
Grishadarnas Case sicvescvoieieccusiece ale elelsisiereis evevaimcauere oheree tenets Eaifelots) hatte ope ePokvtece-«touchegebars Bienes 121 
Teland Offs bimoreCase ics ste aie sictordemna: a lave eheustens Peon ocdndoinagcr ot did cies See oe 354 
Vapanese. House; Tax) Cases. rcrspnciccsietei eases aga telainioheilovenens oroversKetereker cree Dua (olen acer. gc etanehe fof 
IMiGHOUDG UE CASES -crorcssislctotnie cl ofarere oe Nielaceaiatarararcioneiene ouusulleveisblayers: Aree erate, ele etacay operate 1a ch ee 341 
Muscat Dhows Case ....... fe whda ot dtove tugs] ae ole ereibis axe oie wie gale svete ent faretasere mia ale atone teeters 93 
North Atlantic (Coast Fisheries (Gaseasaris seria clelcis'ovs 1s cise seieterse eet We aes Rrekranets 141 
North: Sea.or. Dogger, Banks Gaseen clacdenis els rela waned sierra Byrn ORR LS ecericks ita 403 
Orinoco ‘Steamship Company Case’ a. saic cre civ tas ois ssie sinters ermiaiete Laether ov eraecssi'as eispeeatee 226 
Pious Fund Case ..... doodoo RAO a COON iene nn Shel Ta Deo aces 1 
Russian, Indenimnity (Gasewinec nmin ataeicne ORIG Ur ome Colom eRe EK Se 297 
Savarkar eCaSeur seceslosiclsrarsveisvelopausancrclne celal tite leas cin aera ie aieeine Pete oO ane ete ASP A ee 8 275 
Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois Cases........seeeeaee PIO OOOO CO RR eS 413 
Venezuelan Preferential Case ....... © bade olleyers, sadeleratelel nvekenel Seeeen er eree eer CT ES Do ritiic ser. 55 
Tabular statement of awards and reports........... wirelre (cial hte Peta helene: aera se ears ep 423 
Taube, Baron Michel de, arbitrator 
Garthagen Case. werris cacns Uekalonen er n tata ha foie Faia Uovlaye Ne Wtate WRT Cea ete wees + pd29 30, 340 
Manouba Case .........-. safe lefoieinteretalets tei ais lefele tomibtabieraAate naeusteneretoulaccisl feces Welerte SOte O49 
Russian Indemnity Casé ..ccccccsescsencss PE SOI IELER roa acre Rea TP eeo7 eos 
“Tavignano,” “Camouna” and “Gaulois” Cases (France vs. Italy) 
Agreement for inquiry, May 20, 1912 
English wtranslation cmc aerte avenie er Sab apeliel apatsUcceheistaienstecelenetesaterstcharetate: seers No Hosa noecie 417 
French Stoxt. 0 cc'diccteaisin'e: oi elate Ste are aint stale te, Statins © Siete eare enc nta a Rete ee Lee ee ee 617 
Ttaliat textile ccias sete t acalole nays LE vheomtuue SOD OC POsS y dhcvanimierst ac creer re A redevauaeabeee Lsees ea OLZ 
Agreements, other 
1912, April 15, preliminary agreement for inquiry 
English translation ....... Rr ets OCC on Gutnoee nh Selmore MAG eas: Ssuclsiate Seip esis, 
Eresich | textiic sins cw nxiapcerratereny SeeSOIO NOT DOr Are oI ShAlNs eSNG heh atenetdiats SME OSE 
1912, November 8, compromis of arbitration 
English translation ............. alla) stays: ole BRS AES eco ota i sh oat ePaRe rah = sala me Ant’ 
Brench) (texti ae «were SECOUD MOO COC CMO UDOrMCCOADOn a doal he oOtaoune. eel 


INDEX 661 


PAGE 

1913, May 2, definitive agreement settling the controversy 
Pnehshistranslationiy. viii stiouitews cteves.c Mine eyeperelocarere et ee a gtiieatetsval coetele Peieinesteneien (tod 
IBRONCH Ate X bagalsrelscie <cciobilete aise Silent ties 6 eae savas cre are Weacoteleleieieiatene ever sires astereisvale 623 


Camouna, the, Tunisian mahone nested By the Italian torpedo boat Canopo. -413, 417, 420 
Canopo, the, Italian torpedo boat, attack upon Tunisian mahones............413, 417, 420 
Commission of inquiry 


Composition ....... 5 Ooi Ravers tates eiehs vonsye sae afeselevais elelers fielevsieyetels Savsie re ayeislere Saree ee 47, 

Conclusion not final” <3. .66. 6. se oe mene male lcioleietelace esas foes sreieleisiels\ siejeyeere}s/aTevnnw) stelstets 414, 415 

EXPENSES. wise. eve.ere ONE chatetate, fave ora) Falsn ePecayosi's aislersishowiafente’s on piste Syoieleraie eevaka ove puciaha tates . 418 

Banguage Paw sleciee'sics/< iad atiateiadara is eisuaetei oars Gievs tavainints ct sia cioie cl chet eiaie ls alin, 6) syeface auaioie, steers 418, 

WIGGGIN Geeta t forse sere stesso tee Erseio tl ounleverercinte elevarere Rta (rors oieraitisiesy cveletsiane ovasrovendiaat.: ate eftete 418 

Procés-verbaux ........ Ac Rae Ny A Stalstorale eitvernet ears alee evotateseisteters SAR Sric ches 40) 
Commissioners 

Segravem Captains James Stis.c ss cceleiersscie ww ed bicie ene SO CICE Pe IO OTAS silele ciavaxstpadhers 415 

SOMIDLON A CADtAIN cig Gis eleiearels cs aise recee Rotoon dogo neneaTad Pp BOoUseGKa Btn obo 415 

Zerbi, Captain Guiseppe Genoese........... Bee arerelee cero inie Racca rere pacreicne cesta roravs 415 
Contentions 

Prenehie.v.cn.s/c0%e i> syciivicwon ele sive ey haces loka To atch ustokallakets cakage Tho Srecspansta Beierahey siesusms alee! a siaiires weds 

Mba liartieaerveste snot pieieeeereie AND TIae Aro Goan ah otayrataTenet hoxsieusne I) ola) siete Mente oe Sietosseeer sd 413 
Fulmine, the, Italian torpedo boat, seizure of the Tavignano by.........eeecceees 413, 417 
Gaulois, the, Tunisian mahone attacked by the Italian torpedo boat Canopo........413, 417 
Indemnity for damages sustained by French citizens paid by Italy....... rails shSES iets 413 
INTERES. cou doors 5 pcoleiaroletein craters sieus wre soye Nekelovexersce case eve eyetavogaverote syacel one teiaiek opposite 416 
Origin of the disputes: ASO, OSIRIA CAE SO iCLb wraS COO DO OR OAOe Sioseponiere Bn ne: yeere ee tL 
Questions before the 

WomETISSTON carat etesiaisie eal cis oe Sew clesle eta e Bee adaternre vate tang a tareie siete Ainwupehee .-. 417, 419 

AD TAD IAT Mee esis wielere elas «sie \e)sravee: siateinverecelore eine es unierchicacereretert ys ole eiaieiereedl weit Oares eos ae ac 

WEEE A MOULSOL COUNT. creleisraretsveroirs swrerstoreselet oer acslsre RCRA HL é I alaslesatece baat 421 

Report of the commission, July 23, 1912 

Aerosmith ttas a COT Wiel. ois acs wloiers cisisictele oleetelete Qastdn.s Sneha asGesnd Preieia ls 'sie. 413 

Err CRTC EMEC SEM ote eter creteiets cise A eivie.o orate elelelsie) crevetersiere sie © 6 eyslsve.s: disiece: Sfeiets ee ais Seana a LOLG 
Secretaries to assist the commission........... eiesuspaiecauere eteloiehs else forstaereteucls Breverelelort ars 418 
Cialelic) “AA Seer acicie eve eae Rie aerate di cleveleiete’e 876 e<o aves PistseteAAN Bie Seas lelaratnreie aiken “ise 413 


Tavignano, the, French steamer seized by the Italian torpedo boat Fulmine...413, 417, 419 
Tribunal 


CORIDELENCE. os oistskeiscise esis go ea ae Re leeicveteie\ evens scm census pavaser tavcveus © She exeitLauanere Ro oeea te OLD) 
INE eptey pesos oa ya osalete vores’ einie ss etesae ata aaa hears Bis coins HeuEhcasuscals Gos Snes oesaiere By One Sant comes 421 
IEOSEGULE, | daieinic.siis Hexagon ERS a) Rete OUR Re OSU OrEE Tie aha. 5 ova Ons oreeolaele tse aadalel oO cuokces 420 


Tcharykow, N., as plenipotentiary of Russia, signed agreement for arbitration, Rus- 
sian Indemnity Case .......... Pe wiate ve letersi asic fore e' svete ee rer se (olaia aie stehstal skela yaietsani's koe 325, 328 


Territorial jurisdiction. See North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case. 


Thornton, Sir Edward, umpire in original Pious Fund Case before claims commission 


of 1868 
Award of, November 11, 1875..... Bea Ais tere forate isis oi ers SER SUR STe ict Oral d She hiiele Viel a RPeMe eines esale aie 48 
Amendment ........e00s PCN a arora errs sicte ite ts cicielstelstareiseialeceleieveieteraie 6/cjoiele/@\ sth asislereqele\e 53 


Thouvenel, E., as plenipotentiary of France, signed Declaration of March 10, 1862, 
between France and Great Britain, respecting the independence of the Sultans of 
Muscat, Muscat Dhows Case......-.s+esscescoesees ae (Ete sh toletalt Fels ojo, elereiateusaj aa) treat 103 

Timor. See Island of Timor Case. 


Treaties. See Conventions, protocols, treaties, etc. 


Trolle, Eric Birger, as plenipotentiary of Sweden, signed agreement for arbitration, 
Griliches CHS Sango shou den OCo DOU OOO TOTO O OCHO COMMMCMOCOO NOCD Ooo ca 133, 135 


Turkey 3 ’ 
Arbitration: Russian Indemnity Case (Turkey vs. Russia)........-+ssseeseeeeees 297 


662 INDEX 


PAGE 
Umpires. See also Presidents of the tribunals. 
Casablanca Case, Knut Hjalmar Leonard Hammarskjold...... al bre aes ltere, hapore iets 110, 112;.117 
Japanese House Tax Case, Gregers Gram.........eeee cee c cere eset ttre eee ceees 77,79, 84 
Muscat Dhows Case, H. Lammasch......... Natalee iaie.eisheieierenvelalsiee neee A aepohe tober taars 93, 95, 101 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case 
Charles Augustinus Henri Barge, umpire in original case before claims commis- 
SIOM OL 1 OO Sa ieatetey outers eros sanhaoe NIN ls stazave w ete nave Saas coves cla inioa ae es eietere cies Siete 255 
H. Lammasch, umpire in case before the tribunal............... . -227-230, 234, 236, 255 
Pious Fund Case 
Henning Matzen, umpire and president of the tribunal.........-...+..+-+-+--- 2,4,7 
Sir Edward Thornton, umpire in original case before claims commission of 1868.. 48, 53 
Russian Indemnity Case, Charles Edouard Lardy............ 556 DS OD CUCODROOS 297, 298, 323 
United States 
Arbitrations 
North Atlantic Coast Fisheries Case (United States vs. Great Britain)....... sistictane 141 
Pious Fund ‘Case (United States ivss, MeXico)) 51s) cfonstaielecoreve ol elolaicie ewer stele nie inte telat 1 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case (United States vs. Venezuela)................ 226 
Venezuelan Preferential Case (United States, Venezuela et al. vs. Germany, Great 
Britain and Italy)..... IRI Raha ots or terditiarstereretere LUAU 0 Bra tiers ease Crtater ete dhatetel aveletere 55 
Velasco, Don Luis de, founder of the Pious Fund, Pious Fund Case............-... 39 
Venezuela 
Arbitrations 
Orinoco Steamship Company Case (Venezuela vs. United States)..........-..... 226 
Venezuelan Preferential Case (Venezuela et al. ws. Germany, Great Britain 
amd) tally ims ctelsrtstcc7s,* oisiete siele ails) reve. starsreiere oracle) s.6  oi¥vee chelepeneies siekes evehala.o versie diayets 55 
Civil code, Articles 1496, 1883, 1888, Orinoco Steamship Company Case.......... 249, 250 
Decrees, Orinoco Steamship Company Case 
LSOSnaiulys TeeArticleyel- Wag syerceasersrecrsrecrs Aaiseinw le ease Tis chassie aerators ae ores < neni MELO S 
1900, October 5, Articles 1, 2......... are by cile ua: bisve coaaracaa oredr eeeeste PREC -..254, 261 
Financial code, Orinoco Steamship Company Case 
aw exXvilin ATtiCles inc le srayelaleisiere eetstalexctene ote essxe Fe OREO BS On oe as MS 248 
Paw exxxlit-e Articles: LO; y la aclets srerctaisie sielorere wi ia 6 tol Bases a¥4 hale alo) Shero/otens elvis Morecetere LO8r 249 
Venezuelan Preferential Case (Germany, Great Britain and Italy vs. Venezuela, 
Belgium, Mexico, the Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and Norway, and the 
United States) 
Agreement for arbitration, May 7, 1903, between 
Germany and Venezuela 
Adhesions ..... el ayaa nit ctholotaretacanecste tea Cate teralovaie es Ramon peraicink wee asin hes 64 
Englishe text tcc cctosres ore eisistaiunte (esiehseereraher neterntertrate Do bieie elle vepeteCareuete! « Solsvere,&: arsleverereta 62 
Germain textile ces oes Sse) desis e,ctaveve are aie lauedetetakerasekevel aera cehe terete teteter era oreraretetermrete 445 
Great Britain and Venezuela ..... ACO OOICOONIOD sle/araverciala stekthe Marne (evict cites ROCCIG 62 
Italy: and) Vieneztelaiar. cvcrelsictercraysisie tore arehereyere te cratovetelcnatstareritetoreteneteerrteeirc eae LOCO nts 62 
Arbitrators, appainted by the Emperor of Russia... on. .ccsiiccis ihe an veuqaee ome 56, 67, 63 
eat mas Colm Flown otc ere eletecrsve tele me etieneietee terete RAC STOR ME rig Ob Gs ORES -56, 57, 61 
INPALECTIB SN Bia clsisis steele n elesclneae err cioteleremeeialaver treatarsterente ie eer Baa oe oC ara Sele SO pO aeLO 
Mourawieff, Nicolas V., president of the tribunal.............c..seeeceves Poe OOs OPO L 
Award of the tribunal, February 22, 1904 
nels etoxturas deletes cet oremroire niaile, hareasie tie eo anarenore SAAC rom n oe ek an 56 
Final ® ConChigioti sin. s,crs1aicioreterelovs lecems ate iers-eleletate cities state ctetarat cranes ere there rerercrererererereerre Beare 61 
French text: tsi sie: Fe ieisrar®) Bat lenerelvle tienes Sisunerets ieracanatd:Seeteiert vs See ereenetets aroseie se vareberereheva 441 
Blockade of Venezuelan ports............00% eierura adel vereterers CER Ores areye levelereseeeiee steer 55 
Blockading UPowers). sts sere ieaieietents ainltni eieteualeybliwiel ey aleve, ayereretellateye fareneoereleve eS ISToieee erates 55 
Claims--against Venezuela: js. cic.nnuuniinis oi etie be erteeae electro cate atte raeroe slant 55 
Claimant) Powers ja. sels win asberanteceemiemrert oye ea eViouabeisysaaheene Ge ateearOrer ke tere Suleatece 55, 56 
Payment Of). nes weet Cievasi.e.ater aye Wis seye sueleistar ensewrencianetetenet adelante 55, 58, 66, 69, 72, 76 
Uncontested, 95 5s% ive s,s.5:</ssisieisier sisters, ecertusrsleiaiy e's tye vealstanershera Were everett er Enea . 60 
Claim commissions 
British commission 
COMPOten Ce! a Wav'ess eves Meador le aie stedecstaliersee ele fereceeate ce RORTE GRC Te ne een 68 


Compositions ci. sisisasesercleretoreasare tere seieieyousiehoten soe evar tetcte Reve helene te cee ae ee 68 


INDEX 663 


PAGE 
German commission 
Competence foe. cescineccjsisiesis Boo Sone Sy eteweaisiccs aie aie cris SR CGO Mae a 66 
Gomiposibionurnnec crt ste ec een ec SARS UL Su TREC yang hederalstece aie tan orate verersienciorerel stars 66 
Italian commission 
CON IGS Oa Se asotia GOs BORGO rae SISO Ais NOOO AOTC CoO COM SOC 71 
Composition ....... RPerakareh sie a rele ree are aves PUT ined kas rena vata lave ayserseuchees: Sie ads er ner enetere eaten TAGES, 
United States commission 
WomipetenCemerras aioe hie) ei ene a a a eat elaine tiie ESS Sita san eka Monee eeeeucnre secrete 74 
GOMPOsitiOn Sys cies fons chee werels pees aoe ere SHB Ron plo TAO CAA OMe GAP aE Sain 74 
EXPENSES cae siefosis is ce ara fegepstay/ Kare arereuayater oie segs jataileiearss «ie letalwr sels Tolnv<cavsl a sa otoseetegae maja 75 
NESSES Secgm@asseodug O80 PAA RO RAO TOE AIG BOIS CEE ea Ere Neen iri 74 
PELOCOAUTC Bae strvsss( Gaye alee a Girls ee eneieregei TRA OSC Soe SROARS Sao Severcts 75 
Claims conventions between Venezuela and 
Belgium, March 7, 1903........... stele Ri sreis SIE ater STeee Telesersce ere agans aictts ace. e sxarsterterere note, 74 
France, February 27, 1903 ......... Mortara harere vetoes erate ew esetrals eo eiaen ale orerereier eine note, 74 
Germany, February 13, 1903 
Por ClisSheeteXtararasis os e-cieicls wiaves sere Bhiotind dota Sesion ae RGaeh Gee TES Re A PR 65 
German text ..... Srtevninrs pia voterstenexeeereracersterere A Seti quductenscoG Moaucooa concer oss 447 
GLa TitasarMeDTtar ves 155) OO Suter rs as lov sie lers lone ole daceve ieee Glove ie gil ake ie ate a Mone ene 67 
Interpretation of ......... STaM et ev oxahesenare ce en accuer cat essai chevofern oleh el or ekeue eneCer Megerera ee ahetate. orate ts 73 
eal Yep DEAT Vara ol OU Stl ccctre ie ciao rors-a Scar aliaers tissee ¢ Sie ios eve lsat er ajeiel aS Te oie iepaa wks fete etal ev 70 
MMEXICOMEEEDERALY?: 20s LOO Sir eroc tieie:s aavins bie 6 alk eG erotic owidta teins Sraicteniersheirieree oe eee note, 74 
Netherlands, February 28, 1903..... Braneae reste s's ecetatar overs eisharign SROVE save jetecenenetersedeforecsuereeersee note, 74 
Spain) April’ 2°-1903) 2 .c.use- Gdo UGS SUGSAl COR Ar OOo reas Sareeneiuoiiors wasters note, 74 
Sweden and Norway, March 10, 1903.......scceeccsees Maus Saseipuetelereisiene Bees. cies note, 74 
United States, February 17, 1903 
English text ...<. eiatakeletare:6 ete tere vec Baetoretsvots Rtaieisieferstarerere pisteicyetesie Milatcetees aiataters aeeeeteus 74 
Spanish | tEXt! she s<s. sive sista lece fa Siosocetavsl olelersieterane Srccavoyes ala pacatesavete roles fotearevencte ele eeels ie 449 
Customs receipts of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello to be used for payment of 
SENETOE | PAGAN SES DOO CRE AC Te A eRe ter ter eta ie Sevcusisusiecs/s ave cranes tous ster 55, 58, 66, 69, 72, 76 
Equality of treatment in the payment of claims demand of 
IN/OQuEREL GROW MRS od soew Gob O4.00 0 co UCDO ODE GOO DSO Se Dan OT OOD OOO ORO O OTT IOnaT 60 
WSC GE, SE EEE aA PL Se ere ere Irae Hone shoe laelott haayerel oictone otoietereeke erele 55 
Hex LenialmeGept sOi | V/ CNEZIUGlaumeracle en ciele aisles o/s olsteisicie eis etele wleie a teiele ecnandia mielaems opeteleiers 67, 69, 72 
MOrt yy SIM OTMRESEVCASE? fe: cvetetoteteieis suatercl eres etereasie\aie ates = 60e ats eaiere.agoi ei slats ie) Srelase’s taqabecoleteienonssera ee 5) 
Preferential treatment in the payment of claims demand of blockading Powers...... 59 
WwesHonsmpe One cee eatr i Isa liom wera petets oleic) sie roxe © evoleresessvere\'as steer’ jo) snelera actin ovevale oe areie <ksis 58, 62 
EISKY GASoomeeue. Bram ismrel wire seless, ose NOOR EAS O DOE RET OLE COO RTO RD OMA OnE 55 
Tribunal 
COMOMGIES Sao0aecondacsudanod COO OCT OD ODED IOUS dOUO OnE CUT DOR OCD ON SUP EOE 58 
GOmAVOSICLON.. oc sie ata, tis. s)everesova s. 3 ROCA CO SO GO En DOL On ea auS BAICD or teeO eae 63 
FUXPOMSES® foir.cieavs. 0. eels 2m Aloe GAO R OC TOT TRO OCLC ACI OS DROBO ERIC cl Opra co ace cao ee RRO 61, 63 
LSC adaangs dome Bon ulg Ue OGD rH OLLG COE EO OAC OEITO COG ORC CIERG OCT cen 63 
Mikaniikeee S26 dase patra 6 6 OS 0b QOS GOUnAO OC OO OOO DARIO OSCE OO oc Ae pie nketeven teres Tees 57, 63 
CCIE EE Tee tee TE Ta ee IIo wine od annie) ua Vaieeeegan Qieieiava) sai Save lv edcrsisvel'ere ae ewsnscaie ole 63 
SONG 1 MTR SR Te TTT EN et ea rove ea sc ael'al costs sah a fo ses'ssajiny susisnensna Ta elais ALases ehesoanie eran eeseTeNcvs, siévo.ce 56 
Verduynen, Michiels van, secretary to the tribunal 
Caninsaine (CEST SSA SSAC CLINE CU OL CIRO HO eC Eee ree ens Ete ene at ene 294 
Carinae CORE Gas spon oot c.0 05 OOO 7 ORC ROO TE CREO CORTE RMAC COI OCR RC 336 
Cassisienmn (CHES 355d 5060006 Dn ne BCOeto On HC OOOO CIGD DOD ta UO t, tC Ron Ecrcr Cre roots TZ 
Qwrtecemin, CASS ssgedaucbu.c5 96 DOU ODED TO DrO DIE oe BIO DI EIDIE oon OC or Gr Inn TOr 133 
iieecappeya, ESE Sift At GUC ChE OCEE TO EEO OLEAN OO OTIC OCR TICE TIONG sed RO RCOR OU ROR RCE 351 
Ofinocomsteamship .Company Cas@is ce. neces cece ese wre e sesisievlacisieiiasees 0s 234 
Ragan Jbacieiihn (CHES. 6oGcocane bo 0ueUOAN 0d oO aac fue 0 DDIDY Con BOP nD UGMOrRNCh Nyc) 
Villa Puente, Marquis de, founder of the Pious Fund, Pious Fund Case.......... 39 


Visit and search 
Clgeigae C2YS gcodasokoanan¢0 bo COU sO U URE DEN SG 00n Kop Cn OUD Cn OOD DS Udi an OL CCID 333 
Wicrnoneas (CLS tae once OoaS AS AB OD SOE OOO DSOTTOISERERO Tn atic nOnr eon BEI CECI Ono RITE 346, 347 


664 INDEX 


PAGE: 
Vogt, Paul Benjamin 
As plenipotentiary of Norway, signed agreement for arbitration, Grisbadarna Case. Suse ale}) 
Norwegian member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council to consider protocol 


of March 15, 1904, “Grisbadag iia Case!) 250), 0511 5d dan ta, Sete ie 136 
Wadsworth, William Henry, commissioner, original Pious Fund Case before claims 

commission of 1868, opinion ,.... DISS oh e200. 829i6 181576] aw ot Sho\e\ siete za aera) en et cents cee ae ye 

Weiss, André, agent for France before the tribunal, Casablanca Case.............. 112; 


Westring, H. G. 


Signed Royal Resolution of March 26, 1904, Grisbadarna Case...................... 136 
Swedish appointee, boundary commission of 1897, Grisbadarna Case................ 137 
Swedish member, Joint Norwegian and Swedish State Council to consider protocol 

of March 15, Isr Grisbadatia Case-2<7. 202, oa ee ame 136 


Pe a Aeon odes enna eae egies Cries ce aaa 299 


Zamacona, Manuel Maria de, commissioner, original Pious Fund Case before claims 
commission of 1868, eplaton «955s e7 Bbiey sauna eve ans a 22 


Zerbi, Captain Guiseppe Genoese, commissioner, Tavignano, Camouna and Gaulois 
COS SE EA Cd PONE SOIT F 9S SRO OER Cs re he es Bam Da et. SS Ee eg 415 


Permanent BGA 
a Bessey of arbitration (sna! 
| © \Wd, 


{ese OvenrT Vee ort. (QVG 


DATE DUE 


ti i a 


ea oor 


‘varsity. Librat 
| Fairleigh Dickinson University Library 
. Florham-Madison, New Jersey 


oinaoee ere 
Sa aienereT tata 


esis fe ben 
oie mi epehpsimaaet pened’ 
ie pacman h 


SHiitints 


33 


Ws inn watt 


sid Verret 
Peachey 


